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Current Topics: 


Rumoured Legal Changes. 

RuMOURS HAVE been floating about for some time in the 
Temple with reference to impending changes in important legal 
officials, and on ‘Thursday the Parliamentary Correspondent of 
the Zimes announced, in leaded type and with a show of 
authority, that Sir Rurus Isaacs would shortly go to the bench, 
probably as a Lord of Appeal; that Sir JouN Simon would be 
appointed Attorney-General ; that Mr. BucKMAsTER would be 
invited to stand for Reading, and that he was to be the new 
Solicitor-General. The statement was not contradicted in Friday’s 
and, although probably premature, it may ultimately prove 
to be in the nature of intelligent anticipation. One point in the 
rearrangement suggested occasioned some surprise, since the 
effect of Lord MACNAGH@EN’S retirement, and the direct 
appointment of Sir Rurus Isaacs to the vacant Lordship of 
Appeal, would be to leave equity altogether unreprese nted among 
the Law Lords. 


issue, 


Cause Lists. 
CAUSE 


The 

THE in time for 
sittings. 
Except as regards the Chancery Division there is no very 
remarkable feature in them. The Appeal List has risen from 
commencement of the Easter Sittings to 182. There 
were only 149 a year ago. The King’s Bench Appeals remain 
at about the old level, 101; and the Chancery Appeals differ 
iittle in number from those at the commencement of the Easter 
sittings—thirty-four and thirty-two respectively. On the other 
hand, the Chancery Cause Lists (including company matters), 
have increased from 200 at the commencement of the Easter 
301 now; while the King’s Bench Lists have 
diminished from 491 at the former date to 443 now. There 
were 743 a year ago. The 425 cases before the Probate, &c., 
Division at the commencement of the Easter sittings have been 


Lists, as usual, were not issued 


| reduced to 345. 


Stamps on Lease Years Determinable with 
Lives. 
AN INTERESTING point as to the stamp duty on a lease for a 
term of years determinable on lives was decided by HAMILTON, J., 
in Earl of Mount Edgcumbe v. Inland Revenue Commissioners (1911, 


2 K. B. 24). The ad valorem scale for leases has, as is well known, 
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three columns, the first for leases where the term does not exceed 
thirty-five years or is indefinite; the second, where the term 
exceeds thirty-five years, but does not exceed 100 years ; and the 


third, where the term exceeds 100 years. In the present case 
the lease had been granted in a form which is found in the 
West of England—namely, for a term of ninety-nine years if 
three named persons, or any one of them, should so long live. Since 
the duration of life is uncertain, it is not unnatural to regard a 
term so expressed as indefinite ; consequently the lease would 
fall under the first column and the stamp would be on the lowest 
seale ; and it is believed that the practice at Somerset House has 
hitherto been in accordance with this view. But the contention 
has now been raised that the term is not indefinite, but for 
stamping purposes must be taken to be a term for ninety-nine 
years, so that the lease falls under the second column, and this 
contention was accepted by HAMILTON, J., as correct. For a 
lease to fall within the first column he considered that the term 
must be wholly undefined. If in the first instance it is definite, it 
does not become indefinite because words of limitation are added 
which make it uncertain. Thus in the case in question the 
term was defined as ninety-nine years and the lease was liable to 
be stamped accordingly, notwithstanding that the actual time 
of enjoyment depended on the continuance of the specified lives. 


Solicitors and the Draft Rules of Court. 

AMONG THE new Draft Rules of the Supreme Court, which we 
published last week, and which come into operation on the Ist of 
August, there is one which is certain to occasion a good deal of 
concern on the part of solicitors. We refer to the new rule 14 (a) 
which is added to order 62, and which contains very stringent 
provisions with regard to the passing and entering of judgments 
in the Chancery Division. As our readers are aware, order 62, 
which is entitled ‘ Registrars of the Chancery Division,” con- 
tains the procedure which has to be followed before the judg- 
ment or order which a Chancery judge delivers in court or 
chambers is duly passed and entered, and thereby becomes 
operative. Such orders have to be drawn up by the registrar, 
and the party bespeaking the orde: leaves with the registrar his 
counsel's brief and such other documents as may be required 
by that officer to enable him to draw up the order. Rules 
5 and 6 at present provide that every such order shall 
be bespoken within seven days after it is pronounced, and 
that if it is not so bespoken the registrar may decline to 
draw it up without the leave of the court or a judge. The 
new draft rules cut down this period to three days, retain- 
ing the drastic penalty where delay occurs in bespeaking 
the order. Once an order has been bespoken, the present 
practice is that the registrar either settles the draft himself, 
when that is possible, or makes an appointment with the various 
parties to the order fur settling it in conference with them. 
After any necessary adjournments, the order is then passed and 
entered and at once becomes effective as such. Hitherto there 
has been no time-limit within which the order must he settled, 
but the new rule 14 («) provides that in future, unless otherwise 
ordered, it must be drawn up and entered within fourteen days 
from the date of its pronouncement. If this is not done, the 
registrar is to report the default in writing to the judge, and state 
which of the parties is in his opinion responsible for the delay. 
The judge is then to summon the solicitors before him ; ask for 
an explanation, and make such order as to costs against the 
person he considers responsible for the delay as he thinks fit. 
This reminds one somewhat of the drastic methods of Mr. 
Justice Kay while a judge of the Chancery Division. 
Suggested Reasons for the New Rule. 

SO FAR as we are aware, there bas been no demand for this 
rule on the part of the legal profession ; it must, therefore, be 
regarded as devised either & the judges or by the registrars for 
their own protection and that of litigants. The question at 
once arises, What is the evil against which this stringent pro- 
tection has been devised? Three reasons for the new rule have 
been suggested, but we cannot say that any one of them is 

bviously, on the face of it, adequate. In the first place, it has 
een suggested that enormous delays in drafting orders take 
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the lay client. Now, as a matter of fact, it is clearly 
to the interest of the solicitor who has won an order 
to get it passed and entered as soon as possible—it brings him 
one stage nearer to the taxation of his costs. Therefore, it is 
difficult to believe that solicitors will delay the bespeaking or 
settling of orders merely through laches. Such delay is much 
more probably due to the fact that the clerk in charge of any 
particular case is not always available to attend the registrar's 
chambers for the purpose of obtaining a draft order ; his duties 
may call him elsewhere. The minor steps in litigious pro. 
ceedings are always a source of trouble to the solicitor, since it 
is seldom easy to afford time for performing them, except in the 
intervals of more important work. The second suggested reason 
is that the rule is partially aimed at one form of mischief 
which sometimes annoys the litigant. When an order 
has been made which the unsuccessful party desires to appeal 
against, or move to vary, he often finds that his successful 
opponent—who has won the order and in the ordinary course of 
events would get it drawn up—will not bespeak the order, but 
leaves it to the appellant to bespeak it, get it settled, and pa 

for it. No doubt there are practitioners who try to score small 
obstructive points in this way, but we cannot imagine the 
mischief so caused to be sufficient either in magnitude or in 
intensity to justify the very considerable new burden laid on 
solicitors. A third suggestion is that, when orders are not 
bespoken at once, registrars find that their terms are partially 
forgotten and that disputes arise which do not occur when the 
decision of the court is fresh in the minds of all parties. Even 
this ground for the new departure will hardly satisfy the average 
practitioner of its necessity. 


The Date when an Order Operates, 


A curious sidelight -n the new rule, and an illustration of 
the quite unexpected ,esults which changes intended for pur- 
poses of convenience may have on larger interests, is furnished 
by the interesting ove of Re Thomas, Bartley v. Thomas, which 
we reported last wesk. An administration action before Mr. 
Justice WARRINGT-N resulted (inter alia) in an order that 
certain property should be sold by order, of the court, the 
purchaser’s contract to be approved by the master. A purchaser 
was found, the contract was made, and the master made an 
order confirming it. But before the order had been passed 
and entered a corporation applied for leave to intervene; 
asked to have the contract disallowed on the ground 
that the price was too low, and offered to purchase 
the property at a higher figure. The reply was that the master's 
order was conclusive. Mr. Justice WARRINGTON, however, held 
that ‘wntil the order had been passed and entered it was not oper- 
ative at all ; it could be varied as improper ; and accordingly he 
refused approval to the contract. The property he directed to 
be offered for sale again ‘upon the terms that the corporation 
would bid for it at the figure they themselves bad been willing 
to pay for it. Thus, through the delay in drafting and entering 
the master’s order, an irremediable injury to the beneficiaries 
was prevented. Had the proposed new rule been in force, the 
order would doubtless have been entered, and the mischief 
finally done. We do not, of course, draw the moral that an 
accidental good resulting from delay in one particular instance 
is a justification for that delay; we merely point out that the 
delay in drawing up orders is not necessarily an unmixed evil. 


The Ownership of the Sea and Sea-shore. 


IRISH BARRISTERS often tell us that there is no business of 
moment in their courts ; but the recent case of Attorney-General 
v. McCarthy (Ir. Rep. 2 K. B. D. 260) is one of considerable 
interest. It was an information by the Attorney-General for 
Ireland, on behalf of the Crown, to try the title to certain 
accretions of land on the sea-shore in the county of Kerry. ‘The 
case for the Crown was that these accretions were formed 
by the recession of the line of ordinary high water mark 
at that place, and that the defendant, who owned the lands 
adjoining the foreshore, had exercised proprietary rights over 
the shore down to the existing line of high water, although the 





place at present—delays which cause real hardship to 


former line of high water could be ascertained, and had thereby 
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claimed title to what had been bed of the sea, and was, therefore, 


' 


vested in the Sovereign by his Royal Prerogative. The defen- | 


dant, on the other hand, claimed that in so far as there had been 
accretions of land, the same being formed by the gradual and 
imperceptible action of natural causes, became added to the land 
adjoining the foreshore which belonged to the defendant. The 
case was tried before Dopp, J., and a special jury, and the jury, 
in answer to questions submitted to them, found that the 
natural line of bigh water before the defendant’s lands had 
been varied, but that the variation had been slow, gradual, 
and imperceptible, and that there were no marks or bounds 
by which the line of high water before the variation 
could be now ascertained and laid down. The question was 
whether on these findings a verdict was properly entered for the 
defendant. The court (PALLEs, C.B., Gipson and Boyp, JJ.) 
gave judgment for the defendant, holding that the case was 
governed by the decision of the House of Lords in Gifford v. 
Lord Yarborough (2 Bligh N. S. 147), which had been in no 
way disturbed by the later case of <Atlorney-General v. Chambers 
(4D. G. & J. 55). The different cases on alluvion and erosion 
were examined by the Irish court, who considered that on the 
question of title there is no distinction between gradual and 
imperceptible addition and gradual and imperceptible subtrac- 
tion. Kach insensible addition attaches it to the principal land, | 
and though in the result the aggregate of additions may shew 
a substantial enlargement of the original territory, this cannot 
displace retrospectively the ownership of the previous minute | 
accruing accretions. We are glad that there has been an 
opportunity of approving the rule land down in Lor/ Yar- 
borough's case, which is based on public policy and the necessity | 
of occupation and improvement. . 


Committal under the Debtors Act. 


WHEN AN order is made for payment of money or for doing 
any other act within a definite time, under such circumstances 
that non-compliance with the order will result in imprisonment, | 


Marriage Laws and Roman Catholics. 

A SERIOUS difficulty has arisen in Quebec with respect to the 
marriage ceremony between two Roman Catholics being per- 
formed by a non-Roman-Catholic minister. There is a conflict 
between the courts in Quebec as to the validity of such a 
marriage. The whole subject is dealt with in a lengthy article 
in the Zimes of June 13th, by the 7imes correspondent in 
Toronto. The position is summed up as follows: “It is clear 
that under the law of Quebec Protestant ministers have the right 
to solemnize marriage, and therefore, while the Church may 
refuse to recognize marriages between Protestants and Roman 
Catholics performed by Protestant clergymen it is surely doubt- 
ful if it bas the power to declare such marriages illegal and 
deny to the State all power over the civil ont moral conse- 
quences of such marriages.” Incidentally, article 129 of the Civil 
Code of “Quebec” (more accurately referred to as the Civil Code 
of Lower Canada) is quoted: “ All priests, rectors, ministers 
and other officers authorized by law to keep registers of civil 
status, are competent to solemnize marriage.” Reference should 
also be made to articles 1495 and 1495 of the Revised Statutes of 
Quebec of 1909, on the subject of marriage licences. For the 
benefit of English practitioners who desire to consult the Quebec 
statutes, it may be pointed out that these Revised Statutes do 
not include a consolidation of the Civil Code. The difficulty in 
Quebec is of much the same kind as the difficulty in Malta, 
which* in 1893 arose as to the validity of mixed marriages and 
of the marriage between Roman Catholics when solemnized by 
Protestant clergymen. The Malta question formed the subject 
of a formal reference to the Privy Council, but the result was 


not very satisfactory, as the Judicial Committee were careful to 


point out that their opinion was not given judicially, and would 
not be binding if the matter were properly contested in the 
courts. In the present case the more satisfactory plan of bring 
ing a formal appeal before the Judicial Committee may, it is 
suggested by the 7'imes correspondent, be adopted as the result 
of the judicial differences of opinion in Quebec. 


the rule is that the order must be ‘served personally on the party | Actions for Negligence against Medical and 


affected ; it is not sufficient that he has notice of it, even though | 
such notice arises from his being present in court when the order | 
is made: Le Tuck (1906, 1 Cb. 692). But the Court of Appeal | 
in Haydon v. Haydon (1911, 2 K. B. 191) have held that this is 
not necessary in proceedings under the Debtors Act, 1869. In 
that case an order for alimony at the rate of £5 per week had | 
been made against the defendant in the Divorce Division upon | 
a decree of judicial separation. This was in April, 1908. No | 
payments were made, and in January, 1911, the plaintiff issned | 
a judgment summons for the examination of the defendant as to 
means. This was served personally, and an order for payment 
of a specified sum was made, but the order for payment was not 
served personally. The sum was not paid and further proceed- 
ings were instituted for the committal of the defendant, and an 
order for committal was made. It was contended that this latter 
order was invalid since the earlier order for payment had not been 
served personally. But the Court of Appeal held that proceedings 
under the Debtors Act are not within the principle of Re Tuck 
(supra). The County Court Rules, which govern the procedure 
under the Act in all courts (Bankruptcy Rules, r. 361), require 
by ord. 25, r. 25 (1) that the judgment summons shall be per- 
sonally served on the debtor, but there is no rule requiring per- 
sonal service of the order to pay on which the subsequent pro- 
ceedings for committal are founded. Nor does there seem to be 
any reason for such a rule. The personal service of the judg- 
ment summons gives the debtor sufficient warning as to the 
consequences of default. Committal can only follow if he has 
had means to make the payment and has neglected to do so. In 
the present case VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., expressed his con- 
currence with the observation of Lord BRAMWELL in Stonor v. 
Fowle (13 App. Cas., p. 28), that “in truth this power of committal 
18 not an imprisonment for debt ; it is an imprisonment for past 
dishonesty, together with the prospect of the plaintiff getting 
is money.” Perhaps the correctness of this } en on the 
mode in which the power of committal is exercised ; but at any 
rate the Court of Appeal declined to extend the rights of a 
judgment debtor who had had means to pay and had not paid. 








Surgical Practitioners, 

Iv IS STATED in French medical journals that the number of 
actions brought against medical men by patients who, not having 
been cured of their ailments, throw the blame on the practitioner 
who has attended them, has largely increased, and it is con- 
sidered that this increase is mainly due to the recent legislation 
by which employers of workmen are liable to compensate the 
workmen for injury in thejr employment irrespective of negli 
gence. This legislation has planted in the minds of the ge 
classes of the community the idea that some person is liable to 
indemnify them for any disability which they have sustained, 
and they are easily convinced that there has been some lack of 
skill or care in the physician who has not succeeded in restoring 
them to health. There are, and possibly have always been, 
a number of cases in which a claim to indemnity from the 
physician is in the nature of blackmail ; the patient hoping that 
the person against whom the claim is preferred will submit to 
extortion rather than sustain professional injury by the publi- 
cation of his name in the press. But in any case an action 
against a medical or surgical practitioner is a serious addition 
to the many anxieties of his profession. The French law 
appears to agree with what has been laid down in the English 
courts —that in the case of a duly qualified medical man who is 
defendant in an action for negligence the burden is on the 
plaintiff to shew such an absence of skill or care as could not be 
reasonably expeeted from a person so qualified. But the only 
satisfactory remedy against vexatious and harassing litigation 
is in the organization of a scheme of insurance by which pro- 
vision can be made for an effective resistance against claims 
which have no real foundation in law. 


The Segregation of Witnesses. 

THE WRITER of a letter in one of the American newspapers 
mentions that he was recently present at a trial in which three 
young girls, the eldest not more than thirteen years old, gave 
evidence as to the details of an accident in the public street. 
Their stories agreed almost verbatim with each other, and the 
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evidence was given rapidly in a singing voice, as if they were 
reciting something which they had learned by heart. Their 
evidence was, however, accepted by the jury. He goes on to 
say that he was many years ago witness ina German court. The 
witnesses in this cause were before the trial commenced led to 
a room from which it was impossible to hear anything of the 
proceedings, and in the case of each youthful witness the judge 
took pains to explain to him the nature of an oath, and the 
moral and legal consequences of perjury. Except in the rare case 
of an application that all witnesses shall be ordered to leave the 
court, we have not followed the procedure of our neighbours. 


A Fire at the Temple. 

THE RECENT fire in Middle Temple-lane was rot far from 
Pump-ourt, which was the scene of the great fire in 1678, of 
which there is a graphic description in the Autobiography“ of 
Roger North. 
necessary to blow up the library and other buildings by gun- 
powder. Mr. Nortu, who was a resident in the Temple, told 
the Duke of MonmMoutTu, who had arrived on the spot with 
other officers of the guards from Whitehall, that if it were for 
the public service to blow up his chambers he was free te do 


it, and going out heard him say that he never met with people | 


so willing to be blown up as these lawyers. The damage done 
te the buildings was great, but we are told that, generally 
speaking, “the gentlemen had time to remove all their books, 
writings and such suppellectives as they esteemed worth the 
trouble of carrying out.’ 


The Home Secretary andthe Bench. 

A LEARNED correspondent writes, with considerable vehemence, 
to tell us that in our recent observations on this subject we did 
not give the whole of the language used by the Home Secretary 
in his recent speech. What he said, speaking of trade union 
cases, was that “a very large number of our population had been 
led to the opinion that the judges are, unconsciously no doubt, 
biassed.” ‘This our correspondent eon siders was “ na ¢ xpressicn 
of individual opinion, but simply a statement of a deplorable, but 
none the less a solid fact He fails, however, to point out that 
the Home Secretary altogether omitted to express any dissent 
from the view he mentioned or to defend the judges against an 
unfounded opinion “entertained by a very large number of our 
population. It was this omission on Mr. CHURCHILL'S part of 
which we complained, and we expressed our regret that next day, 
when the matter was raised by way of question, the House of 
Commons had not afforded him an opportunity of making an 
explanation. If Mr. Cuurcui.y, when the question arises again, 
takes the opportunity of expressing his own dissent from the 
view which he says is prevalent, no one will be better pleased 
than ourselves. 


The Attendances on the Law Society Council and 
Committees. 

WE PRINT elsewhere the usual list of attendances of members 
of the Council of the Law Society. Mr. JOHNSON, the president, 
heads the list with 134 attendances, and Mr. WINTERBOTHAM, 
Mr. SHARPE, and Mr. RAWLE run each other closely with 114, 
113, and 112 attendances. Mr. TROWER comes next with 105 
attendances, and then we have Mr. GoppaRD with 93, Mr. 
TAYLOR with 78, Mr. BEALE with 64, Mr. Dippen with 58, and 
Mr. LYTTELTON with 57 attendances. We venture to think 
that some of the 20 to 40 attendances, which are rather 
numerous, might well be increased. Mr. PINSENT, who has to 
come up from Birmingham, made 48 attendances, and Mr. 
ELLETT, who has to travel from Cirencester, made 44. 


In anticipation of the appointment of a clerk of the peace for the 
county of Flint, to be made by the Flintshire Standing Joint Com- 
mittee on Wednesday next, the Chester and North Wales Incorporated 
Law Society have, says the J'imes passed a resolution expressing 
strong disapproval of an advertisement inviting applications for the 
vacancy, as it permits the appointment of a person not a barrister or 
solicitor rhe society state that the duties of the office could not be 


adequately pe rformed by other than a trained lawyer, and request the 
committee to give careful consideration to the views expressed by them 
hefore proceeding to make the appointment. 





This fire was exceedingly violent, and it became | 


| 


| Employment and Remuneration of 


Directors. 


WE have already referred (ante, p. 492) to the case of Path vy. 
Standard Land Co., but the publication of the full report of the 
judgments in the Court of Appeal (1911, 1 Ch. 618) makes it 
worth while to examine in more detail the grounds on which the 
decision of the majority was based. The plaintiff was adjudi- 
/eated bankrupt in 1893, but he had land of considerable extent 
in Kent, the value of which he believed to exceed his liabilities, 
and in April of that year he entered into an agreement with the 
Creditors’ Assets Co. that they should provide the money 
required to pay his debts and should take over the management 
and realization of his property. The agreement regulated the 
terms on which this should be done, and any profit made after 
| repayment of the company’s expenditure was to be divided in 
certain proportions between the plaintiff and the company. In 
1905 the company was reconstructed under the name of the 
defendant company, and the defendant company continued the 
management of the plaintifl’s estates under the agreement of 
April, 1893. That agreement provided that accounts should be 
kept by the company, and ove of the points decided in the 
present case was that the company could not charge against the 
plaintiff a special salary paid to its secretary for keeping these 
|accounts. But the agreement did not provide that the remun- 
eration of the company should include the rendering of services 
| which were not within the company’s functions, such as eervices 
of solicitors and auctioneers, and if the persons employed in 
these capacities in connection with the management and realiza- 
tion of the estates had been totally distinct from the company, 
it seems to have been assumed that their remuneration would 
have heen properly charged against the plaintiff. But in fact 
the company employed certain of its own directors, and it was 
contended on behalf of the plaintiff that the directors were ina 
fiduciary relation to him, and were therefore debarred from 
making any profit. 

To this argument Nevitir, J. (1910, 2 Ch. 408) and, in the 
Court of Appeal, Moutton, L.J., acceded, while CozENs-HArpy, 
M.R., and Bucktey, L.J., rejected it; so that in point of num- 
ber the judicial votes are equally divided ; and there is direct 
authority for it in the decision of the Court of Appeal in Ireland 
in Aavanagh v. Workingman’s Benefit Building Society (1896, 1 I. R. 
56). Nevitte, J., identified the directors with the company and 
held that charges which the company itself could not make could 
not be made by the directors. The agreement regulated the 
rempneration of the company, and had the company rendered the 
services in question no additional charge could have been made; 
and the directors in rendering the services were in effect them- 
selves the company. ‘ The board of directors,” said the learned 
judge, “are the brains and the only brains of the company 
which is the body, and the company can and does act only 
through them,” and, after observing that it made no difference 
whether the board consisted of one member or several, he con- 
tinued : “I donot think if the company, acting through its board, 
appoints a member of the board itself to do business for some- 
one in respect of whom the company is in a fiduciary position, 
that the company can charge, as an expense properly incurred, 
the money so paid.” 

As just stated, the same view was taken by Movrtoy, 
L.J., but the Lord Justice appears to have been largely in- 
fluenced by the consideration of the possibility of a sale by 
the company to one of its own directors, or, in the case of a 

'single managing director, to that director. “He purchases 
part of the trust property for himself. Can such a sale 
'stand? He knows that it is the duty of his company to get 
the best price in the interests of the cestuis que trust, and that 
he is acting for his company in carrying out that duty. Can 
it be seriously contended that in buying it he is not allowing 
himself to be in a position where his interest conflicts with bis 
duty ’” The answer, of course, is that a company cannot sé 
to one of its own officers who is himself managing the sale, 
and it was so held in Hodson v. Deans (1903, 2 Ch. 647). There, 
jon a sale by a friendly society as mortgagee by public 
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auction a member of the committee was the purchaser, 
and on evidence that the sale was at an undervalue it 
was set aside. But in such cases the function in question 
—namely, the sale of property, is performed by the company, 


and the company has to account to the cestui que trust for the | 
The security for the proper price being obtained | 


purchase price. 
is gone if those who act for the company arrange tor a sale 
to themselves. “ If,” said Mouton, L.J.,‘‘ such principles ”—that 
is, that those administering a trust cannot make a profit for 
themselves—“ are wholly inapplicable to the individuals who, in 
the case of a trustee company, are the persons really adminis 
tering the trust, 7.¢, the directors, and if they can use the 
powers which are thus in their hands to their own personal 
advantage without incurring any liability to the cestuis que trust, 
the whole security of the position is gone.” 

But while this clearly applies in a case where the company 
sells to one of its own officers, it by no means follows that the 
same danger exists where the company employs one of its own 
officers to do some incidental work which the company cannot 
do itself, and upon this distinction the decision of the majority 
of the Court of Appeal was based. Buckvey, L.J., referring 
to the case of the solicitor-director, observed that where 
the defendant company employed him as solicitor, it was 
employing him to do for the trust an act which the company 
could not do, for the company was not a solicitor, and the 
profit costs which the solicitor-director might receive were not, 
and could not be, received by the trustee. Similarly the Master 
of the Rolls observed that the profits in question were not 
in fact received by the company, hut were received by the 
director. The work was work which had to be done by some person; 
it could not be done by the company ; and hence it was proper 
for the company to employ and pay a third person. In the ease 
of a sale just referred to, the same person is in effect buyer and 
seller, and the cesfui que trust's interests are endangered. 
ease of an agent employed to do work which the trustee-company 
cannot do, no such consideration arises. The company, indeed, 
owes a duty to the cestui que trust not to employ a solicitor 
unnecessarily, and not to pay bim too large a remuneration ; 
but that, in the present case, was a duty solely between the 
defendant company and the plaintiff. “If,” said Bucktey, L.J., 
“the corporation wrongfully employed [the solicitor-director] or 
paid him excessive sums, the corporation, of course, are liable 
to Mr. Batu for any breach of duty as between these two 
parties. But if it properly employed a_ solicitor and 
paid him proper sums, why should the solicitor be deprived 
of the payment for services which the corporation could not 


render and which have been properly rendered, or why should | 


the corporation be disallowed the amount so paid?” ‘The case 
of asale by a company to its own officer, and the case of the 
employment by the company of its own officer in some capacity 
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In the | 


outside the company’s functions are, in fact, quite distinct, and | 
the considerations which render a sale liable to be set aside do | 


not operate as regards the remuneration for such employment. 
The officer who is employed is not in a fiduciary relation as 
regards his employment to the cesfwi yue trust, and he is entitled 
to receive and retain his remuneration ; moreover, this remunera- 
tion is not profit which comes to the hands of the company so as to 
render the company liable to account for it. If the cases of a 
sale and of the employment of a director for independent duties 
are kept distinct, the decision seems to present no difficulty. 


Exclusive Occupation for Rating 


Purposes. 


THE decision of the Divisional Court in Young & Co. v. Liver- 
pool Assessment Committee (1911, 2 K. B. 195), on exclusive 
occupation for rating purposes, is an example of the difficulty 
which may arise in applying well-settled principles of law to the 
actual facts of a case. The question whether an agreement 
giving a right to the use of land confers exclusive occupation is 
the test for distinguishing between a lease and a license, and 
this has important consequences in regard to the recovery of 
rent, the liability to rates, and other matters. 


| company 


| were liable to be rated. 
12 Q. B. 


| opposite thereto at a fixed 
'determinable at six 


| tress was 
The mere fact | of \ ppeal. 


/ 


|that the parties have used words of demise or letting is not 
conclusive, though it is some guide as to their intention with 
regard to the nature of the arrangement. But although the 
| agreement speaks of a ‘“‘demise ” or “letting,” and of the money 
to be paid as “rent,” these terms will be dismissed as merely 
inaccurate if the owner is to retain possession of the premises, 
and if the other party is only to have the use of them for specified 
purposes. Such other party is not a tenant, but a licensee: 
Taylor v. Caldwell (3 B. & S., p. 832) 


One of the most important applications of this rule is in rating 
cases, and the present case is the most recent of a series which 
have dealt with this aspect of the matter. Like several of the 
previous cases, it arose on an agreement with the Mersey Docks 
and Harbour Board. That board is subject to the Mersey Docks 
Act Consolidation Act, 1858 (21 & 22 Viet. ¢. xeii). Section 
64 empowers the board, on such terms and on payment of such 
rent as they think proper, to set apart and appropriate any par- 
ticular portion of any dock, wharf, warehouse, or other works 
for the exclusive accommodation and use of any canal or railway 
company, or of any company, firm, or individual engaged in 
carrying on any particular trade; but every such company, firm, 
or individual is to be subject to the general rules and regulations 
of the board ; and by section 82 the board are empowered to con- 


struct depots and sheds for the reception of goods, and to 
| anoat weighing and other machinery, and to let sheds 
and portions of quays as special berths for ships. In 
Ilan v. Liverpool Ove (L. R. 9 Q. B. 100) the board 
acted under section 61, and appropriated to the Allan Co. 
ifor the use of their steamers certain berths with the sheds 


attached thereto, affording a specified quay space, and a charge of 
2s. Gd. per square yard per annum was made for the use of 
ithe shed space The company entered under this agreement, 
and for several years used the quay space and sheds for loading 
and discharging their steamers. The sheds were under a con- 
tinuous roof, but were subdivided, and one of them—the “ transit 
shed ”——-when used for dutiable } 





goods was double locked at night, 
|one key being kept by the company, and the other at the custom 
house. The board occasionally allowed other vessels to use the 
berths when they were not required by the company, and they 
took a quay rent for go ls other than goods of the Allan Co. 
which were allowed to be placed on the quays. Under these 
circumstances it was held that the board had not parted with 
the exclusive possession, and hence the company were not liable 
'to be rated. ‘The board exercised rights over the premises which 
were incompatible with exclusive occupation by the company, 
and the fact that the transit shed was locked at night did not 
exclude the general control of the board. BLackrurn, J., likened 
this to the case of a lodger who may have the key of his bedroom, 
and may lock it up while he is not there without becoming the 
exclusive occupier. 
The same principle was applied in London and North Western 
Buckmaster (L. R. 10 Q. B, 444), where the railway 
bad allowed stables situated within the boundaries of 
their part of Clapham Junction to be used by the Clay Cross Co 
Under the agreement the colliery company paid a monthly rent 
and agreed to be bound hy the bye-laws of the railway company 
and to deliver up possession on one month's notice. It was 
held that the railway company retained the control of the 
stables, so as to prevent the exclusive occupation being vested 
in the colliery company, and the railway company, therefore, 
In Rochdale Canal Co. v. Brewster (1894, 
852) an arrangement with the Mersey Docks and Harbour 
Board again came under consideration, and with the same result 
as in the Allan case (supra). The board agreed to set apart and 
appropriate to the canal company a specified berth with the quay 
vearly rent, the appropriation to be 
‘notice. The canal company were 
to pay rates and taxes and to repair, and they were to conform 
to the rules of the board, and to allow the board at all times 
to have free access to the premises, A rate was assessed 
upon the canal company and distress was levied, but the 
Divisional Court, following the Allan case, held that the dis 
invalid, and their decision was affirmed by the Court 
An attempt was made to distinguish the case by 


Railway Co. v. 


montl 
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. , = er } ‘ , 
basing the agreement on section 82 of the dock company’s Act, | for testamentary capacity, will be found very useful, as the author 
while in the Allan case it was based on section 64. As pointed | has not been content to cite the bare reference to cases, but has set 


out above, section 82 gives an express power of letting. But the 
cised. In certain respects, indeed, the agreement pointed to a 
tenancy, 
quay space ; they were to pay rént, rates, and taxes, and to 
repair. But as Linpvey, L.J., observed, it was necessary to look 





} 


Court of Appeal held that this power had not in fact been exer- | 


The canal company were to “occupy” the berth and | 


ont the pertinent points of judgments in support of the propositions 
laid down. This method is common to the whole book. Though 
wills prepared by and executed in the presence of solicitors are not 
so often contested in court on the let of faulty execution, Chapter 
3, setting out the necessary ingredients of a due execution, will well 
repay perusal by even a practitioner familiar with this branch. The 
doctrine of dependent relative revocation, puzzling to many, is 


further and see what was the real nature of their occupation, and | clearly and concisely explained in Chapter 4, with the assistance 


if in fact the premises were at all times subject to the control of 
the owner, there was not such an occupation as to render the | 
occupier rateable to the poor. Davey, L.J., who was a member | 
of the court, was unable to distinguish the case in principle from | 
London and North Western Railway Co. v. Buckmaster (supra). 

In the present case of Young & Co. v. Liverpool Assessment 
Committee (supra) the agreement with the dock board was still more 
in the form of a lease than in Rochdale Canal Co. v. Brewster. The 
premises consisted of certain sections of a vault in one of the 
dock warehouses and a portion of the quay floor of the ware- 
house. These were demised to YOUNG & Co., who were the 
respondents to the appeal, for the term of seven years, “ yielding 
and paying” the yearly rent of £700, and the respondents 
covenanted to pay the rent ; to pay and discharge all rates, taxes 
and outgoings ; to keep and leave the inside of the premises and | 
the fittings, other than the hydraulic and other plant and | 
machinery belonging to the board, in good tenantable repair and | 
condition ; not to assign or sub-let without the consent in| 
writing of the board ; and to permit the board to enter the | 
wemises and view the condition thereof, and to repair the 
os plant and machinery. The board were to supply at a 
fixed rate hydraulic power to work the cranes on the} 
premises, and the agreement contained covenants relating to the | 
user of the premises and designed for their protection. Both the 
form of the agreement and the nature of the premises differenti- 
ated the case from those referred to above. Berths and quays 
are, as Lord ALverstong, C.J., pointed out, in some measure 
open to the public and require to be under the control of the | 
dock board ; the vaults in the present case were intended for | 
the exclusive use of the respondents, and the board, instead of 
having any general control, had only such rights as are usually 
reserved toa landlord. The use of the premises as a bonded | 
warehouse was also in favour of the exclusive occupation of the | 
respondents, though a similar use was not decisive in the 
Allan case. But having regard to the whole scope of the agree. | 





ment it was much nearer to an agreement for a tenancy than | ‘ . : - 
| in Dalton v. Angus (6 App. Cas. 740) is conveniently stated at pp. 


for a license, and the court held that the respondents were the | 
occupiers and were properly rated. The customs officials had a | 
key of the vaults, but otherwise they were under the control of | 
the respondents. The case was treated as not being under | 
section 64, nor section 82 of the dock board’s Act. The agree- 
ment was made under their general powers of dealing with their 
property ; it had the form and the incidents of a lease, and it 
operated accordingly to confer a right of exclusive occupation. 





Reviews. 


Probate Law. 


THe Law anv Practice or THE PROBATE DIVISION OF THE 
Hich Court or Justice, witH APPENDICES OF STATUTES, | 
Stamp Duttes, Ruxes, Instructions AND MEMORANDA, Fees, | 
Costs, Forms anp PRECEDENTS oF PLEADING. By H. Cirrrorp | 
Mortimer, B.A., LL.B. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & | 
Maxwell. 

We apprehend that any writer would find it difficult to treat this 
special branch of law in an entirely original manner, and therefore | 
no surprise is occasioned when we read in Mr. Mortimer’s modest | 
yreface that he has only aimed at producing a complete and exhaustive 

Soak on the subject. That the author has succeeded can be easily | 

realized by anyone perusing this volume, which consists of nearly | 

1,400 pages. Very rightly the author acknowledges his indebtedness | 

te the classic work on Executors by Sir Edward Vaughan Williams, 

and to the probate work of Messrs. Tristram and Coote. 

The material has been arranged by Mr. Mortimer in four main parts. 

Part I. treats, in some four hundred odd pages, of the law relating to 

the subject. Chapter 2, dealing with the requirements necessary 








of the important decisions on the point. The remaining hundred 
and thirty pages of this part are concerned with grants of administra- 
tion, the frequently-invoked section 73 of the Court of Probate 
Act—perhaps better known as the “discretion section”—rightly 
having a chapter to itself. In Part II. the practice in non-con- 
tentious business is collated, and will perhaps appeal mainly to 
solicitors concerned with this particular work, while fifty pages 
a to caveats, citations, summonses and motions comprise 
art . 

What is termed “Contentious Business” is dealt with in fifteen 
chapters, which form PartIV. Thissection will prove a safe guide in 
the many steps necessary to prove a will in selemn form or to 
successfully emerge from a serious action. Useful summaries as to 
Appeals and New Trials, and an alphabetical time-table relating to 
the Probate Division, found in Chapters 13 and 15, will be welcomed 
by those seeking such information in haste. Statutes directly 
affecting the Division have not been forgotten, and occupy 120 pages, 
commencing with the Statute of Westminster II. and ending with 
Part III. of the Finance Act, 1910, dealing with death duties. Men- 
tion must be made of the 362 specimen forms prepared by Mr. 
Pereira, of the Principal Probate Registry; of Appendix VIII. 
consisting of precedents of pleading—a unique feature—and of a 
comprehensive table of cases. 

Though the path Mr. Mortimer has traversed is by no means an 


| unexplored one, we venture to think he has made it easier, and 


that consultation of the book under review will prove this surmise 
to be correct. 





Easements. 


A DicEst or THE Law or Easements. By L. C. Innes, Sometime 
One of the Judges of His Majesty’s High Court of Judicature, 
Madras. E1cutu Epition. By Noget LreysBourn Gopparp, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

This work states the law of easements in the form of a series of 
propositions illustrated by numerous authorities. The nature and 


classification of easements, and the modes of acquisition at common 


law and under the Prescription Act, 1832, are first described : and 
then the various particular easements—rights to water, air, support, 
and light. The remaining sections deal with the extent of user, with 
extinguishment and disturbance. The effect of the judgments given 


30-33 in tabular form ; and the result of Coll’s case (1904, A. C. 179), 


on the ‘nature of the right to light, is explained at pp. 82, 83. At page 


41 the editor refers to the recent case of Hyman v. Van den Bergh 
(1908, 1 Ch. 167), as to the importance of the commencement of an 
action in giving a date from which the dominant owner can measure 
back his prescriptive period, and the case is a good example of the 
intricacies which attend the acquisition of a right to light under the 
statute notwithstanding the apparently plain rule with regard to 
acquisition by twenty years’ user laid down in section 3. The work 
is a very convenient guide in small compass to the subject of 
easements, 





Books of the Week. 


Evidence.—The Principles of the Law of Evidence, with 
Elementary Rules for Conducting the Examination and Cross- 
Examination of Witnesses. By the late W. M. Best, A.M., LL.B. 
Eleventh Edition. To which are added Full Notes of the Canadian 
Decisions. By Stpney L. Puipson, M.A. (Cantab.), Barrister-at- 
Law. Price 253. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Contracts.—Selected Cases illustrating the Law of Contracts. 
Part I.: The Principles of Contract. Part II.: Special Commercial 
Contracts. By Artuur C. Caporn, B.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, 
in co-operation with Francis M. Capory, Solicitor. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Letters Patent.—The Compulsory Working of Letters Patent 
in its Imperial and Economic Aspects. By F. W. Bengy. Price 
Threepence. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Civil Procedure.—Questions and Answers on the Law of 
Civil Procedure and Evidence. By J. A. SHEaARwoon, Barrister-at- 


Law. Butterworth & Co. 
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Criminal Law Amendment Act.—The Criminal Law ! 
Amendment Act, 1885, comprising the Punishment of Incest Act, | 
1908, Portions of the Children Act, 1908, and other Statutes relating 
to Indecent Offences against Women and Children. By Freperick 
Meap, Esq., one of the Magistrates of the Police Courts of the 
Metropolis, and ArcHIBALD Henry Bopkry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 
Third Edition. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Duties of Directors—Gross Negligence.—Directors who 
honestly believe a fraudulent repert, submitted to them by a promoter, 
to be accurate, and incorporate it without inquiry in a prospectus, 
are not guilty of gross negligence. Nor are they guilty of gross 
negligence if they complete the contract with the promoters after 
discovering the errors in the report.—Re Brazitian RuspBerR PLAN- 
TATIONS AND Estates (Liuirep) (Neville, J., Nov. 29, 1910) (1911, 
1 Ch. 425). 

Duties of Directors—Holding Shares in Trust for 
Promoter.—It is not only improper for directors to hold their 
qualification shares in trust for a promoter, and to give him blank 
transfers; it is misfeasance, and such directors are liable to the 
company in damages up to the highest value of their shares during | 
their holding —Re Lonpon anp Soutn Western Cana (LIMITED) 
(Swinfen Eady, J., Jan. 24) (1911, 1 Ch. 346). 


Prospectus Privately Issued — “ Offer of Shares” — | 
Subsequent Prospectus—Remedy for Omission.— By section 
81 (1) (¢d) of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, every pros 
pectus must state, “in the case of a second or subsequent offer of 
shares, the amount offered for subscription on each previous allot- 
ment made within the two preceding years, and the amount actually 
allotted . .” The private circulation of a prospectus marked 
“ For private circulation only,” but stated to have been filed with the 
Registrar of Joint Stock Companies, is an “offer of shares” to the 
public, and must be aninenll in any prospectus issued during the | 
next two years. But the remedy of an allottee under a subsequent 
prospectus not so complying with the law is in damages, and not in 
rescission.—Rr SoutH oF ENGLAND NATURAL GAS AND PETROLEUM 
Co, (Limirep) (Swinfen Eady, J., March 11) (55 Soxicrrors 
JOURNAL, 442 ; 1911, 1 Ch. 573. : 

Company as Agent—Duties of Directors to the Princi- 
pal—A limited company may act as agent for a principal. As | 
agent, it may employ its directors to do professional work. The | 
directors are then in a fiduciary relation to the company, but not to 
the principal, and the company may therefore charge for their 
wrofessional services in settling its accounts with the principal. 

ATH v. StanparRD Lanpd Co. (Limirep) (C.A., April 10) (55 | 
Soxicirors’ JOURNAL, 482 ; 1911, 1 Ch. 618). [See article elsewhere. } 

Winding-up—“ Surplus Assets.”—A provision in articles of 
association for division of “surplus assets” in a winding-up between 
different classes of shareholders must (sem4/) be presumed, in the 
absence of clear direction to the contrary, to refer to surplus assets 
after payment of outside liabilities and ae of capital, and 
not after payment of outside liabilities only.—Re RamMet SYNDICATE 
(Limtrep) (Neville, J., April 25) (1911, 1 Ch. 749), 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


8.8. ‘‘ RAPHAEL’ (OWNERS OF) r. BRANDY. 2nd June. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—WoORKMEN’S COMPENSATION—INJURY BY ACCT 
DENT—CONCURRENT CONTRACTS OF SERVICE—INCIDENTAL ADVANTAGES 
—WorKMEN’s CoMPENSATION AcT, 8. 9, SCHEDULE I., PAR. 2 (B). 


The applicant was a stoker in the mercantile marine, and was 
also enrolled in the Royal Naval Reserve as a stoker, in respect of 
which latter appointment he was entitled to a retainer of £6 a year. 
He was injured by an accident in the course of his employment in 
the mercantile marine which prevented him from continuing in the 
Royal Naval Reserve. In computing his average weekly earnings 
the county court judge had regard to the annual payment which the 
man received from the Admiralty in addition to his wages in the 
mercantile marine, and made his award on this footing. 

Held, that in computing the applicant's average weekly earning 
the award was right, because the man was serving under “ concurrent 
contracts of service’’ within the meaning of Schedule I. (2) (b), and 
there was nothing in s. 9 to affect the position of persons other than 
the Crown. 

Decision of Court of Appeal (Farwell, L.J., dissentiente) (1911, 
1 X. B. 376) affirmed. | 














} rence, for For cb Bradle 4, Liverpool 


Appeal by the shipowners from a decision of the Court of Appeal 
(Cozens-Hardy, M.R., and Fletcher Moulton, L.J., Farwell, L.J., dis- 
senting) (reported 1911, 1 K. B. 376) affirming an award of the judge 
of the Liverpool County Court. Brandy, the respondent to this appeal, 
was a member of the tovyal Naval Reserve, and as such received £6 
a year from the Crown, in consideration of which payment he under 
took to keep himself ready to serve on board ship as a stoker if at 
any time the Crown required his services. After a man who enters 
for the Royal Naval Reserve has completed his training he gets put 
on the Reserve List and is only required to train for 28 days every 
alternate year, being free to follow what employment he likes in 
the time not his month of training. Brandy signed on as a stoker 
with the owners of 7'he Raphael, and while so serving he suffered an 
injury to his hand, of such a character that he was anfit to remain 
a Reserve man, and consequently he lost the £6 retainer. Before 
the Liverpool County Court Judge (his Honour Judge Shand) the 
employers admitted liability to pay Brandy half the average weekly 
earnings that he received from them as a stoker on board The Raphael 
before the accident. Brandy, however, contended that he was en 
titled in addition to be compensated for the loss of the £6 a year 
from the Government—roughly, 2s. 4d. a week more. The county court 
judge decided that he was entitled to this additional sum, holding 
that the contract with the Crown was a concurrent contract with the 
contract that he had with the shipowners. At the close of the appel 


lants’ case the respondents were not heard. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving the appeal should be dismissed, said 
that the main argument raised on behalf of the appellants, the ship 
owners, was that the relationship which existed between the Crown 
and a member of the Royal Naval Reserve was not that of contract. 
It was merely an obligation on him to render services if called on, 
and that was not a contract which could be construed as a concurrent 

| contract of service within the meaning of the Workmen's Compen 
sation Act. The authorities cited went no further than to decide 
that when there was any engagement for service between the Crown 
and any naval or military officer, the Crown, by its prerogative, could 
always determine it at pleasure. It was then argued that if there 


was a contract in this case it was not concurrent, since no work was 
done by Brandy which was attributable to his engagement with the 
Crown during his employment with the appellants at sea. He agreed 
with the majority of the Court of Appeal that this was almost a 
typical case of concurrent contract, because the applicant was being 
paid wages for his services on board the merchant ship by the appel 
lants and at the same time he was earning his £6 a year by virtue 
of his engagement with the Crown, and he was giving an equivalent 
for it, because he was keeping himself ready for doing work which 
he stipulated he would do if called on. With regard to the contention 
that the Crown was not an employer, that was only another way of 
putting the point which he thought could not be sustained on the 
construction of Section 9 of the Act, the section applicable to work 
men in the employment of the Crown. It was manifest that the Act 
contemplated that the Crown might be an employer, and he thought 
that it was intended that the provisions of the Act generally in that 
case should apply 

Lord ATKINSON toncurred 

Lord SHaw thought that as in the Services there might be danger 
to life and limb it was reasonable that the Crown should be exempt 
from the Workmen’s Compensation Act. But the Crown might none 
the less be an employer, and*to his mind this was a typical case of 
concurrent employment, the payment by the Admiralty being inci 
dental to the man’s employment in the mercantile marine.—CouNSsEL, 
{thine, K.C., and PR. Seger, for the appellants; Sfewart-Brown and 
H. Harding, for the respondents. Sotrerrors, Rotterell d& Roche, for 
Weightman, Pedder, & Co., Liverpool ; Windybank, Samucll, & Law 


{Reported by Ensxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


WALTERS ». STAVERLEY COAL AND IRON CO. (LIM). 
20th and 30th May. 


Master AND Servant—Insvury spy AccripeENt—ARISING OUT OF AND IN 
CoursE oF THE EmpLoyMENT—ACCIDENT TO WoRKMAN WHILE ON HIS 
Way To Work—Foorrirn Leaptnc To Prr—WorKMEN's COMPENSA- 
TIon Act, 1906, s. 1 (1 ’ 

1 miner going to his work went across a footpath which was a near 
way to the pit. Just after leaving the high road he had to descend 
some ste pe cut in the mountain side to get on to the path The morn 
ing was frosty, and he elippe l on the steps and waa injured. The 
steps were over three quarte? if a mile from the pit. ; 

Held. that the accident did not arise in the course of the man's 
employment. 

Davies v. Rhymney Iron, &c., Co. (1899, 16 7. L. R. 329) followed. 

Appeal by the workman from a decision of the Court of Appeal 
affirming a decision of his Honour Judge Baugh Allen at the County 
Court at Mansfield. The county court judge found that the accident 
‘out of ” but not in the course of the man’s employment, and 


arose * m : 
favour of the employers. The facts 


therefore made his award in 
su fic iently appear from the headnote. ; : 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving the appeal should be dismissed, said 
that in his opinion there was In this case no evjdence which would 
have justified the county court judge in finding the accident arose in 
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merely going to his | petition was to take place, it was impossible to say that damages could 


the course of the employment.-The man w 


employment ; he was not employed to be on the steps . not have been within the contemplation of the parties as a possible out- 
Lord ATKINSON agreed. come of this breach of contract. It could not therefore be successfully 
Lord Suaw, in concurring, said he feared to make any general | contended that the damages were too remote. The point which had 
proposition in these cases, when he saw the use that was made by been more seriously argued, and on which many authorities had been 
ingenious and able counsel of propositions laid down in this House or | cited, was whether the damages, being based on a contingency, were 
wn her irt He would nture, however, to say one philosophical | capable of being assessed. It was said that the chances of winning one 
thir 3 1s that analogies in matters of fact nearly always | of the engagements turned upon such a number of contingencies that it 
failed, and he thought it a dangerous thing in the sphere of law to | was impossible for anyone—if they had arrived at the conclusion that 
njure out of nalogies a principle or proposition arising upon the plaintiff had by reason of the breach of contract lost her opportunity 
idicial dicta which were in any respect in conflict, or to be cited as in | of competing for an engagement—to say that there was any assessable 
conflict, with the clear propositions and text of modern statutes. value to the chance. He agreed that the presence of the contingencies 
Lord Ropson, in agreeing, pointed out that the right to use this | made the valuation a difficult one, and one as to which it was not easy 
particular pathway was no part of the contract of employment. It | to speak with any certainty or precision, but it seemed to him that 
s a license to the workmen which was revocable at anv time, and | the doctrine of averages applied, and that the question of damages 
without reference to the conditions of any contract Counsen, Ast was one for the jury. : 
bury, K.C., Atherley-Jonea, K.C., and W. Shakespeare, for the appel FLercHer Mouton and FarwEeLt, L JJ., gave judgment to the same 
lant = ¢ 1. Russell, K.C., and 7. EB. Ellison, for the respondents. | effect. Appeal dismissed with costs.—CounsEL, i. M‘Cardie, for the 
Soricrrors, King, Wigg, Robertson, d& Brightman, for Bertram | defendant; @. A. Scott, for the plaintiff. Soticrrors, J. D. Langton 
Mather, Chesterfield; Cooper & Co., for D Sandere. & Swan d: Passmore; Charles Anderson & Co. 
wick, Chesterfield [Reported by Exsuiws Retr, Barrister-at-Lew.) 
[Reported by Erssine Reip, Barrist at-Law citi 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re PEEL'S SETTLEMENT. BIDDULPH v. PEEL. joyce, J. 


Court of Appeal. 


CHAPLIN v. HICKS, No. 1. 15th and 16th May. 6th April; 2nd June, ayer 
DAMAGES STAGE Beauty Competition’’—Turee Years’ PAID! Power or ApPPpoINTMENT—SPECIAL PowER—APPOINTMENT EQUALLY By 
ENGAGEMENTS Orrerep TO THose Setectep—Notice TO ATTEND FOR WILL AMONG ALL THE OsJECTS—SUBSEQUENT APPOINTMENTS BY Degp 
FinaL SELECTION Not GIvEN PLAINTIFF IN REASONABLE TIME—ENGAGE Pott—ADEMPTION—RULE AGAINST Dovste Portrions—‘‘ Portion.”’ 
MENTS ALL Fittep vup—Wuerner Damaces Were CapaBlLe or ASSESS- “ , 
A testator who had a special power of appointment by deed or will 





a - ; ; ; ’ over a fund of which he was tenant for life, exercised the power 
The de fendant, an actor manager, offered by advertisements in a by will equally among seven objects of the power. By two deeds 
daily newspaper to give to fifty ladies elected by the votes of the poll, executed subsequently, he appointed two equal seventh shares 
readers of the new paper a chance of presenting themselves before him F. and E., two of the ‘objects of the power, respectively, subject 
that twelve of them might be chosen by him for engagements at | to his life interest. On his death the question azvose whether the 
varying remuneration, which he promised to give them in one or other | remaining five seventh shares of the fund were to be divided equally 
‘ / theatrical ¢ pm pante The plaintiff was one of the fifty selected amonq the seven objects of the power including F. and EB... or whether 
ladies, but, as the jusy found, she was not given a reasonable oppor- | the shares of F. and E. under the will were adeemed. 
tunity of presenting herself afterwards for the final selection by the Held, that the rule against double portiona applied, and that the 
defendant, and she claimeal damaqes, which the jury assessed at £100. chares of F. and BE. under the will were adeemed by the appointments 
Held, afhrming the decision of Pickford, J., entering judgment for to them by deed : 


> 


the daintiff in ¢ lance with the verdict, reported 27 7. L. R. 244 c. c c f 
2 - R. 244, | “Montague rv. Montague (1852, 15 Bear. 565) followed. 
that it could not be said that the damage in such circumstances were ‘ : — : : = ; 7 : ; , f : 
incapable of estimation, and therefore the plaintiff was entitled to her 3y a settlement made in 1857 on the first marriage of Archibald 


Peel (hereinafter called the testator) it was provided (inter alia) 
that a certain fund should be held after his death upon trust for 
such of his issue as he should by deed or will and either by way of 
portion or annuity appoint. The testator had four children by his 


verdict 


Appeal by the defendant from a judgment of Pickford, J. (reported 
27 ‘I. L. R. 244). The plaintiff in the action, Miss Eva Chaplin, a 
2 ee Aamlle p ~ porereedl mapper yl gd 5 ener pom first marriage, but he provided for them from other sources. In 
published in certain issues of the Daily Express in ‘November and 1867 he married —s and of that marriage he had seven children, 
December, 1908, the offer made by the defer dant being to give salaried | '" luding Alfred, Fanny, and Edward Peel. By a deed poll and an 

, ~ ~ indenture of settlement, both dated in June, 1897, one seventh part 


—- ch ete te a oie tees ue a bat 9 nn of the fund was appointed to Fanny Peel on her marriage and 
the readers were to be adjudged the most beautiful. From the first settled upon trustees ; and on the maErsag? of Edward Peel, in 
fifty of those thus chosen the defendant was to have the right to seiect 1901, - similar appointment and a similar settlement ——— made 
at his sole discretion the twelve most suitable for engagements in his 1 he test ator died on the 9th of August, 1910, leaving a will dated 
compan Che plaintiff accepted the offer by sé nding in het photograph = as by — h he —— = —— oa the yo —_ 

( lling ) fe of applic io ¢ eceive » hiches “7 at his decease, be equally divided among the children 0 us secon 
and filling up a f rm of ipplication, and received the highest number sien aia Me gg snd 6 colicll dated ta 3008 tar which the dat 


of votes in one of the divisions into which the scheme was divided, 
and was invited by letter to attend at the Aldwych Theatre on the 6th 
of January, 1909, to be interviewed by Mr. Seymour Hicks. The letter 
was only posted on the 4th of January to a London address. She was 
then fulfilling an engagement with a ‘‘ Rip Van Winkle ’’ company at 
Dundee, ar d did not rece ive the letter in time possibly to have kept the 
appointment. The jury found the notice did not give reasonable time, 


of Alfred Peel (then deceased) was appointed to the widow of 
Alfred Peel for the benefit of their son Archibald Peel. This was 
a summons taken out by the trustees of the settlement of 1857. The 
| defendants were the trustees of Fanny Peel’s settlement, the trustees 
of Edward Peel’s settlement, the grandson Archibald Peel, and the 
remaining four children. The question raised by the summons is 
stated in the considered judgment of 


and as the appointments when she called at the theatre were all disposed p : . 

of they awarded her £100 for loss of her chance of having been one Joyce, J.—The question has now arisen how the five sevenths of 
of those finally selected by Mr. Seymour Hicks The defendant | the fund remaining after taking out the two sevenths appointed by 
appealed, submitting that damages for the loss of a ‘‘ chance’ were in- | deed should be divided; and it is contended, on the one hand, that 
capable of assessment, and that even if the damage here was not so | the five sevenths ought to be divided among all the children in 
remote that the plaintiff was entitled to some damages, they should | seventh shares, and, on the other hand, that the fund should be 


have been nominal damages only. Without hearing counsel for the | divided among the five children and child of a deceased child, the 
respondent, i other two taking nothing by reason of the appointments to them by 
Vavenan WittisMs, L.J., in giving judgment, said that the case | deed. Now, I think, any ordinary person would say at once that 


raised an important point. Really it had been discussed on the basis | Fanny and Edward, having had their shares, ought not to partici 
that there was existing at the time of the alleged breach a contract | pate further—although their trustees were bound to raise this question ; 
enforceable at law He accepted that view because the point they had ind an expert lawyer would intuitively say the same thing, although 


to decide was whether the breach of that contract in the circumstances | not able at once to give a sound reason for his answer. I have to 
was such that the damages, if any, could be given for more than a | consider how to find a sound reason for the common-sense solution. 
nominal amount. In fact, the able argument of Mr. M‘Cardie had been | In the first place the words of the will, interpreted literally, are 
based on two propositions. First he submitted that the damages were | that the trust fund is to be divided equally between the children of 
too remote, and, secondly, that they were incapable of being assessed | the marriage—which would not be the case if Fanny and Edward 
it all With regard to the first point, the test was whether the | were each to take a further share. Again, if the fund had been the 
damages sought to be recovered followed so naturally or by express | father’s own property, or subject to a general power, no question 
declaration from the terms of the contract that they could be said to | would arise. The presumption against double portions, which is 
be the result of the breach complained of. Once it was admitted that | stated by Lord Selbourne in Re Pollock, Pollock v. Worrall (1885, 28 
there was a contract—a contract which gave the plaintiff a right to | Ch. D , at p. 555), would apply. For this rule various reasons are 
present herself for final selection in the competition—and the moment | given in the different books, some not very satisfactory; but. 48 
the jury found that the lady was not given a reasonable opportunity | Lord Lindley says, it is well settled whether we like it or not. Now 
of presenting herself on the particular day upon which the actual com- this is a very different fund from a fund to be disposed of as the 
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testator pleased. It is a fund set apart to provide for the issue after 
the testator’s death. Strictly speaking, it is not his at all; it belongs, 
after his death, to his issue, subject to his power of selection and 
division. But in popular language, beyond all question, the sums 
appointed both by deed and by will are ‘portions’; and 1 think they 
are portions properly so-called in legal language. In Jones v. Maggs 
(1852, 9 Ha., at p. 607) Turner, L.J. (then V.C.) says: ‘‘ Portions 
for children are, 1 think, generally understood to be sums of money 
secured to them out of property springing from or settled upon 
their parents’’; and Buckley, “L.J., follows that definition in Re 
Stephens, Kilby v. Betts (52 W. R., at p. 91; 1904, 1 Ch., at p. 327). 
In Montague v. Montague (15 Beav. 565) the circumstances were very 
complicated ; but in that case Romilly, M.R., said (at p. 572): ‘I 
am of opinion that the deed of the 18th of October, 1844, must 
be treated as having satisfied the bequest of £5,000 appointed by the 
will. The presumption is against double portions, and the burthen 
of proof lies on those who contend that Lady England is to take 
both portions to shew why this presumption is, in this case, to be 
rebutted.”” Now, that case has never been overruled or disapproved 
of ; in fact, it has been approved of in Le Ashton, Ingram v. Papillon 
(46 W. R. 138; 1897, 2 Ch. 574), before Stirling, J. In that case, 
which was reversed by the Court of Appeal on different grounds, it 
is to be observed that the fund was bequeathed by the grandfather 
in trust for his grandchildren as the mother should appoint. Stirling, 
J., came to the conclusion to which he did come 
the power was in the mother; but he says (46 W. R., at p. 139; 1897, 
2 Ch., at p. 579): “In Montague v. Montague the rule against 
double portions was held applicable to appointments made in exercise 
of a special power. It appears, however, that the appointer was 
the father of the appointees, and that the appointed funds consisted 
of sums made chargeable by way of portions for younger children on 
estates settled by himself on his marriage. The appointed funds 
were, therefore, ‘ portions’ in the strictest Now, in my 
opinion, Stirling, J., would have said precisely the same with regard 
to the funds appointed and bequeathed in this case. Therefore, I 
have no doubt that the sums appointed both by deed and by will 
are portions for the purposes of the rule against double portions; 
and, in truth, this is the very case to which fhis presumption primarily 
and most fitly and properly applies. I hold that the sums or shares 
appointed to Fanny and Edward by will are adeemed by the sums 
appointed to them by the two deeds, and there must be a declaration 
that what remains is divisible into five shares, one of which is validly 
appointed by the codicil for the benefit of the child of a deceased 
child.—Counsex., for the plaintiffs, P. F. Wheeler; for the trustees 
of Fanny Peel’s settlement, (. G. Church; for the trustees of 
Edward Peel’s settlement, Pakenham Law; for the grandchild, N. C. 
Armitage; for the other children, W. A. Peck. Soricrrors, for the 
trustees of Fanny Peel's settlement, Hardley Holt, Lightly, & Co., for 
the other parties, Evans, Wadham, & Co 
(Reported by H. F. CuettT.e, Barrister-at-Law.! 


MERRIFIELD, ZIEGLER, & CO. v. LIVERPOOL COTTON ASSOCIATION 
AND HAPKE & CO. Eve, J. 25th May. 


Trape AssocIATION—EXPULSION oF MemBer—RvuLes—ULTRA VIRES 
FoREIGN ARBITRATION—ENFORCEMENT OF AWARD. 


The court will not control the rules and regulations which a majority 
of the members of an association adopt for the conduct of their under- 
taking, unless satisfied that they are so oppressive as to defraud the 
minority or violate some principle of law. 

An award in a foreign arbitration is not a decision which the court 
here ought to recognize as a foreign judgment, and therefore cannot be 
enforced. 

This was an action for (1) a declaration that the plaintiffs had not 
been guilty of dishonourable conduct in their dealings with the de 
fendants, Hapke & Co., within the meaning of bye-law 7 of the rules 
of the Liverpool Cotton Association; (2) a declaration that an award 
of the 5th of August, 1910, was invalid; (3) a declaration that the 
bye-law was ulfra vires and void; and (4)an injunction to restrain the 
association from enforcing the bye-law. The plaintiffs carried on busi 
Ness as cotton merchants in Liverpool, and the defendant association 
was formed for the purpose, amongst other things, of adjusting con 
troversies between pereons in the cotton trade and for promoting the 
cotton trade in Liverpool. The seventh bye-law of the association pro 
vided that every member should be liable to expulsion for any dis 
honourable or disreputable conduct in his dealings with a member of 
any association or body with which the company should have entered 
into an arrangement for mutual protection, and a refusal to refer any 
question in dispute to arbitration was to be construed as such mis- 
conduct. The plaintiffs had business dealings with the defendants, 
Hapke & Co., who carried on business at Bremen. In May, 1910, the 
defendants gave notice to the plaintiffs of their intention to proceed to 
arbitration according to the rules of the Bremen Cotton Exchange on 
4 question of the liability of the plaintiffs. The plaintiffs declined to 
submit the question to arbitration or to appoint an arbitrator, where 
upon the Bremen Exchange appointed an arbitrator to act for the 
plaintiffs, and the arbitrators made an award to the effect that the 
plaintiffs were liable. The plaintiffs denied the validity ef the award 
In August, 1910, the defendant association called upon the plaintiffs 
to comply with the award, and stated that unless the plaintiffs shewed 
legal cause to the contrary they would be dealt with under the bye-laws. 
The plaintiffs informed the association grounds on which they 


sense. 


f the 


principally because | 








disputed the award, and stated that they desired to have the questions 
decided by a court of law, and inquired under what bye-law the de 
mand of the association was made. The association replied that any 
action taken would be under bye-law 7 and declined to make any further 
reply ; whereupon the plaintiffs commenced this action. The defendants 
counterclaimed for a declaration that the award was binding and for 
payment of the sum awarded to them, amounting to £15,710 and 
interest. During the hearing of the action it transpired that the 
defendants had before the issue of the writ assigned their rights under 
the award to three German banks. The non-production of this assign- 
ment necessitated adding the banks as parties and the amendment of 
the pleadit ré. 

Eve, J., said: The court will not control the rules and regulations 
which a majority of the members of the Cotton Association adopted 
for the conduct of their undertaking, unless satisfied that they were so 
oppressive as to defraud the minority or violate some principle of law 
or statutory enactment. This bye-law did not fall under any such 
category. On the contrary, it was framed to afford adequate protection 
to any member against whom it was sought to be put in operation, and 
could only properly be set in motion when the association had first come 
to the conclusion that there had been misconduct amounting to a dis 
honourable or discreditable offence within the meaning of the agree 
ment. Nor did this conclusion involve the further one that the aseo 
ciation was a trade union within section 16 of the Trade Union Act, 
1876, and therefore illegally registered. The plaintiffs, therefore, were 
not entitled to any injunction on the ground of any ultra vires conduct 
or threat on the part of the association. The more substantial ground 
on which the plaintiffs claimed relief was that the award was void and 
that there was not, therefore, any pretext for the exercise of the asso 
ciation’s disciplinary powers. But there was nothing in the award 
inconsistent with or outside the reference or at variance with the 
materials laid before the board when they decided to send the matter 
to arbitration. Another matter relied on shewing the invalidity of the 
award was that the agreement to refer ousted the jurisdiction of the 
court, and was therefore against public policy, but this was disproved 
when it was shewn that an t to oust the jurisdiction of the 
court was not repugnant to German law or procedure. The net result 
was that the plaintiffs had failed to establish that the award was invalid 
or void on any of the grounds put forward to support that allegation. 
It was said that even if the award was valid Hapke & Co. had never 
been in a position to enforce it, and accordingly that the court ought 
to restrain the association from exercising their disciplinary power, if 
not at the instigation, at least for the benefit, of Hapke & Co But the 
association had no option but to continue to treat Hapke & Co. as 
members of the Bremen Association still entitled to claim the protective 
advantages of the agreement between the two associations The 
plaintiffs, therefore, had made out no case for the granting of any in 
junction against the association, and as against them the action would 
With regard to the increased costs caused by 
the non-production of the assignment to the banks, Hapke & Co 
would pay to the plaintiffs their costs so far as they had been increased 
by such non-production, including any increased costs which the 
plaintiffs might have to pay the association by reason of such non- 
With regard to the 


dec sion 


agreemer 


be dismissed with costs 


production, and there would be the usual ¢et-off. 
counterclaim, the question was whether the award was a 
which the court here ought to recognize as a foreign judgment. 
In his Lordship’s opinion it was not, and, although as between the 
onclusive on all ‘matters thereby adjudicated upon, and 
was therefore in a different category to the judgment dealt with by 
the House of Lords in Nouvion v. Freeman (15 A. C. 1), it had no 
further force or effect. The contention, therefore, that there was here 
no foreign judgment as yet in existence was right; and accordingly 
the counterclaim would be dismissed with costs, and the costs would 
be set off against any costs of action payable to Hapke & Co. and the 
banks by the plaintiffe.—CounseL, Astbury, K.C., Atkin, K.C., and 
R. N. Baxter; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Leslie Scott, K.C., and R. B. 
Lawrence; Younger, K.C., and Maugham. Soticitors, Pritchard, 
Englefield, &: Co., for Simpson, North, Harley, & Co., Liverpool; 
Batesons, Warr, & Wimshurst, Liverpool; Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for 
Hill, Dickinson, & Co., Liverpool. 
[Reported by 8. B. Writs, Bazrister-at-Law.) 


° ° 9 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 

COX v. BOWEN. Div. Court. llth and 23rd May, 
Procepure—INTerPLeADER Issve Directep To Be TriED 
MasTeR—OrDvER OF MastTeR—Apprat, Ricut or—R. 8. C., LVIT. 11, 

13. 
Where an interpleader i 
and on the trial of the issue the 


parties it was « 





BEFORE A 


ue is directed to he tried hefore a master 


master arrivea at certain findings, 


and makes an order, an appeal lies from hia decision to the Divisional 
Court. 

Blair Clari 2 SOLICITOR JOURNAL 49% 190. 2K. B. 4 
/ dlowed 

This was an appeal against an order made by Master Chitty on an 


interpleader issue directed to be tried before him, upon which he | 
arrived at certain findings. The master had given leave to appe 
aw 


id 
The preliminary point was taken that no appeal from the order 


al 
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the Divisional Court, and section 17 of the Common Law Procedure | think, an authority which governs this case, and therefore I am of 
Act, 1860, was referred to | opinion that in this case an appeal lies to the Divisional Court. 

On this point, Pickrorp, J., delivered the written and considered Lusn, J., concurred.—Counset, for the plaintiff, Clayton, K.C., and 
judgment of the court as follows : In this case an interpleader issue | Francke, for the defendant; J. B. Matthews. Soricirors, Rawle, Joh: 


was directed to be tried before Master Chitty, and at the trial of the 


issue he arrived at certain findings and made an order. The defendant 


in this iesue (the execution creditor) appealed against this order, ques 
tioning the master’s decision on various grounds, both of law and fact. 
The first question which arises is whether there is an appeal against 
such an order, and, if so, whether such appeal lies to the judge in 
chambers or to the Divieional Court. I think it has been determined 


in appeal lies to the Divisiona) Court. Before the 
passing of the Judicature Acts interpleader proceedings at common law 
were governed by the Interpleader Act, 1831, and the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1860. Under those provisions the judge, if the matter 
were not disposed of summarily, as could be done under certain cir- 
cumstances, was empowered to direct an issue to be tried, and by 
section 17 of the Common Law Procedure Act, 1860, it was provided 
that the judgment in any such issue as may be directed by the court 
or @ judge in any interpleader proceedings, and the decision of the 
court or judge in a summary manner shall be final and conclusive 
against the parties and all persons claiming by, from or under them 
At that time the only method of trying an issue was by a judge and 
jury, and after the determination of the issue an order was made by 
a judge in chambers determining the rights of all parties. There were 
therefore two stages in the proceedings, the determination of the iseue 


by authority that 


and the final order or judgment. It has been decided by a series of 
authorities that the judgment referred to in section 17 of the Common 
Law Procedure Act, 1860, was the final order or judgment. Against 


this order there was no app il; but the finding of the jury on the issue 


could be questioned on the eame grounds a the finding of a jury in 
any ordinary action, ¢.g., misdirection, or that the verdict was against 
the weight of evidence In 1883 all the existing provisions relating 
to interpleader were repealed, except section 17 of the Common Law 


Procedure Act, 1860, and a body of rules contained in order 57 of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, was enacted in the place of the 
repealed provisions tule 11 provides that, except when otherwise pro 
vided by statute the judgment on any issue ordered to be tried or 
stated in an interpleader proceeding, and the decision of the court or 
a judge in a summary way under rule 8 of this order shall be final 
and conclusive against the claimants and all persons claiming under 
them, unless by special leave of the court or judge, as the case may 
be, or of the Court of Appeal. Rule 13 provides that the court or 
judge who tries the issue may finally dispose of the whole matter of 
the interpleader proceedings. After the passing of the Judicature 
Acts it was no longer necessary that the issue should be tried by a 
jury. It could be tried by a judge without a jury, or in any other 
manner in which questione in an action could be tried, and for some 
years it has been the practice in many cases to direct that it should be 
tried by a master. Soon after the passing of these rules the question 
arose whether there was an appeal from the judgment of a judge who 
had tried the iseue, and aleo disposed of the whole matter under 
ord. 57, r. 13, and it was decided that there was an appeal against 
so much of that judgment as was a determination of the issue : Robin- 
son v. Tucker (14 Q. B. D. 571) and Dawson v, Fox (14 Q. B. D. 377). 
It was explained by Brett, M.R., that a judgment given under these 
circumstances was really a judgment upon two points, (1) upon the 
trial of the und (2 f 


) upon the rights of the parties as governed 
by the decision of the issue, and that an appeal lay against it so far as 
it consisted of a determination of the first point. It wae also decided 


issue 


in Dawson v. Fox (ubi sup.) that no leave was required for such an 
appeal It was stated by Brett, M.R., in 2 binson v. Tucker (ubi 
eup.) that an appeal would lie against the judgment upon the second 
point, #.¢., the judgment settling the rights of the parties if leave 
were given. Whether thie ie in accordance with the reasoning in 
lan Laun \ Baring (1904, 2 Q) B. 277) it is not necessary to con 
sider If, therefore, this issue had been tried by a judge without a 
jury, it is clear that an appeal to the Court of Appeal would have lain 


from so much of his judgment as determined the issue. It is, however, 
necessary to inquire if the same considerations apply to the trial of 
an issue by a master. I think this is also determined by authority in 
the case of Blair v. Clark (1908, 2 K. B. 548). In that case an issue 
had been directed to be tried by a master in garnishee proceedings 
The matter had not been referred to him under the last words of 
ord. 45, r. 4, but the trial of an iesue had been directed, and the pro- 
visions as to directing an issue are the same in garnishee as jn inter- 
pleader proceedings. The plaintiff appealed against the order on 
general grounds of law and fact, as appears from the notice of appeal 
in the case which I have obtained from the Crown Office, as the grounds 
of appeal are not etated in the report. The court (Channell and 
Sutton, JJ.) held that an appeal lay to the Divisional Court. The 
head-note to the case states that it was decided 
under ord. 40, r. 6. The appeal in that case did not, 
terms come within the words of that order, which begine: 
at a trial by a referee he has directed that any judgment be entered 
any party may move,”’ & In Blair v. Clark (ubi sup.) it was ex- 
pressly stated that no judgmente had been entered. See per Channell, 
J., L. R., at p. 550, but the court held on grounds that are not ex- 


however, 


pressly stated that an appeal upon the general grounds stated in the 
notice lay to the Divisional Court, as in the case of Fraser v. Fraser 
(1905, 1 K B. 368), decided with respect to a reference to a master 
under a different rule 
same as 57 


Thie decision being upon a rule which is the 
far as relates to the trial of an i is 


sue, 


rd r. 7.8 
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for Downie & Gadban, Alton; David Davis. 
[Reported by C. G. Mozay, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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GREGORY v. MAYOR, &c, OF TORQUAY. Div. Court, 

12th and 2uth May. 

Court Procepure—Pvusiic Auruorities Prorection—Notice 
or Specian Derence —‘‘ A Stature or Limitations "’ — Pvsiic 
Avuruoritizs Prorection Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 61)—County 
Court Rutes, 1903 anp 1904, orp. 10, rr. 14 anv 18 (1). 

The Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, is a statute of limita 
tions, for it wnposes a limitation of existing cause of 
and there is nothing in the Act to prevent its 
being so considered. 

Accordingly, a public authority wishing to plead the Act as a special 
defence in the county court do so sufficiently if they plead “* that the 
claim for which the de fendants are summoned is barred by a etatute 


/ limitations.’ 


County 


time on an 


rest of the 


action, 


Appeal from the county court. The facts and arguments appear 


sufficiently from the considered judgment of 


Pickrorp, J.. which was as follows: This was an appeal from 
the decision of the deputy judge of the county court of Tor 
quay in an action brought by the plaintiff to recover damages for 


e death of his son owing, as the plaintiff alleged, to the negli 
vence of the defendants’ servants. The plaintiff succeeded in the 
tion, but objection was taken by the defendants to judgment being 


t} 
{ 


given in his favour on several grounds. The only point which is 
open to them now is that the deputy judge wrongly decided 
that a notice of special defence filed by the defendants was not a 


sufficient notice to enable the defendants to plead the Public Autho 
rities Protection Act, 1893. Perhaps, more accurately put, the 
deputy judge decided that they did not plead that Act, or anything 
that would cover it, and therefore they were not entitled to avail 
themselves of its provisions in their defence. That question depends 
upon ord. 10, rr. 14 and 18, of the County Court Rules, or rather 
upon rule 14, although the two rules must be read together to under 
stand them. Rule 14, provides, ‘*‘ Where a defendant intends to rely 
on the defence of any statute of limitations, his statement shall be 
wccording to the form in the appendix,’’ and the form in the appendix 


is ‘‘that the claim for which the defendant is summoned is barred 
by a statute of limitations.’’ For some reason, into which it is not 
necessary to inquire, the form of pleading required in the county 
court is less particular, if I may call it so, than the form required 


in the High Court. Under the High Court rules the form requires 
that where a statute of limitations is pleaded the person pleading 
it, must state upon which statute of limitations he relies. There is 
no such provision in the county court rules, and if a defendant relies 
upon the defence of any statute of limitations it is sufficient, accord- 
ing to the form, to say that the claim is barred by a statute of 
limitations without specifying which. Ord. 10, r. 18 (1) provides :— 
‘“When in any action the defendant relies on any statutory defence 
or on any defence of which he is required by the Act or any statute 
to give notice, he shall in his statement (except in the case provided 
for by rule 14 of this order) set forth the year, chapter, and section 
if the statute, or the short title thereof, and the particular matter 
n which he relies, or otherwise sufficiently indicate the nature of 


the defence on which he relies The first question we have to 
lecide is whether the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, 1 
properly described, and can properly be pleaded, as a statute of limita 
tions If that question be answered in the affirmative, then the 
deputy judge was wrong in holding that it was not pr »perly 
pleaded in this case. If it is answered in the negative, a question 
may arise as to whether the defence has or has not been sufticiently 


indicated within the meaning of rule 18 of order 10. There is not, 
so far as I know, any definition of the expression Statute of Limita 
tions. The expression cannot, I think, be confined to statutes which 
by their title are called statutes of limitation, nor can it be confined, 
I think, to statutes which contain nothing but a limitation. If tt 
were to be so confined the definition would exclude, for instance, the 
Act of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, which has always been considered and 
treated as a statute of limitations. I do not think it is necessary t 
lay down so broad a rule as that every statute which imposes 4 
limitation on an action is necessarily a statute of limitations. There 
may be, as was suggested in argument, cases where a statute confers 
| a new right of action and at the same time says that that new right 
shall be exercised within a limited time. In such a case it would be 
1 question whether such a statute could be described as a statute 0 
limitations or not. It is, however, unnecessary, to consider that point 
because the statute with which we are concerned does not confer any 
new right, and it seems to me prima facie that any statute which 
imposes a limitation upon an existing right of action is properly 
called a statute of limitations. It is, therefore, necessary in each 
ease to look at the statute and see what its effect is. Looking at the 
Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, I find that it consists of five 
sections only, and commencing with the last, the fifth section merely 
| contains the short title of the Act, the fourth provides for the com 
ement of the Act, the third provides that it shall not apply 
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to Scotland, and the second only repeals portions of a number of | 
other statutes, thus leaving the first section as the only operative 
section in the Act. It seems to me that this is a statute which im 
poses a limitation of time on an existing cause of action, and therefor¢ 
I think primd facie it ought to be considered as a statute of limita 
tions, and I see nothing in the rest of the Act to prevent it being 
so considered. I may say that I am fortified in that opinion by the 
fact that in the case of Gawley v. Corporation of Belfast (1908, 2 I: 
C. L. 34), Lord Justice Holmes says that this statute is a statute 
of limitations. It is true that the point in the present case was not 
under the Lord Justice’s notice at the time, but the fact that he 
refers to the Public Authorities Protection Act as a statute of limita 
tions confirms me in the opinion | have formed that it is rightly so 
described. The point which caused us some hesitation in this case 
was that raised by counsel for the plaintiff. He said that in order 
that a statute may be properly described as a statute of limitations 
it must be of general application, that is, it must apply to all persons 
bringing actions and to all persons against whom actions are brought, 
and he says that as this statute only applies to actions brought 
against persons in the particular position of a public authority, it 
could not properly be described as a statute of limitations. I de 
not think that that argument is sound. The defendants in the pre 
sent case are expressly sued as a public authority, and are alleged 
in the claim to be liable on the ground of the breach of a statutory 
duty imposed upon them. I think that as soon as it appears that | 
they are being sued in any capacity to which a statute of limitations | 
applies, then the statute dealing with the matter is a statute of 
limitations for the purpose of the action to which it applies ] 
think, therefore, that the deputy judge was wrong in saying that 
the defendants were not entitled to take advantage of the Public 
Authorities Protection Act because it was not properly pleaded as 
a statute of limitations. | suppose, technic ally, the result ought to 
be that the case should go down for a new trial, but I do not know | 
whether the plaintiff desires that course to be taken, because it seems | 


not to have been contested that if the statute applied it was a bar 
to the plaintiff’s action. It has been decided by the Court of Appeal 
that the period of limitation in a case of this description runs from 
the commission of the act resulting in death and not from the date of 
the death itself, so that in the present case the claim would be 
barred. I do not know whether there is any point the plaintiff 
wishes to raise in order to avoid the effect of the decision in the Court 
of Appeal which I have mentioned. If there should be. I presume 
the case should go for a new trial, but if not, the statute is an answer 
to the plaintiff's claim, and judgment must be entered for the 
defendants. 

Lusn, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counsen. for the 
plaintiff, | a of Waddy ; for the defendants, Clavell Salter, K.C., and 
Percival Clarke. Soricrrors. Mann d: ¢ romp, for Kifsons, Huts hings, 
Easterbrook & Co.., Torquay ; Gribble, Oddie, & Co., for P. H. W 
Almy, Torquay. 

[Reported by C. G. Moran, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Law Society. 


ATTENDANCES ON THE COUNC'L AND THE COMMITTEES (EXCLUDING | 
THE DISCIPLINE COMMITTEE) FROM 31ST May, 1910, 
TO 29TH MAY, 1911. 








Total 
Name. Council, Committees. attend. 
ances, 
Mr. J. S. Beale a : ' 30 : 64 
» TT. W. Bischoff ... we ‘ 30... 35 
J. J. D. Botterell ug ae 42 
» oJ W. Budd... is  _ ae se 42 
» <A. H. Coley ie ; “ae a a 27 
» CC. A. Coward ... ; sie . _ 40 
Sir H. Crawford rs _ ‘ i 40 
Mr. W. Dawes oe : as 3S... 9 34 
» R. W. Dibdin ‘ . ee a 58 
»  W. Dowson ; A a: ous i? sc 21 
» RK. Ellett ... soa ™ j 27 17 44 
»  W. E. Foster es SY 3 
» W.H. Foster .. ae ie cis ee 35 
Sir Edward Fraser, D.C. L. oe ges sss 20 
Mr. S. Garrett... _ a 33 _ 75 
» H. Gibson... ion nee 28... . wns 54 
» C. Goddard ; ie , 38 55 : 93 
J. W, Hills, M.P.,D.C.L.,  . ™ . S sn 23 
W. J. Humfrys (Vice-President) ae -_ 31 
» H. J. Johnson (President) a 96... 134 
The Hon. R. H. Lyttelton ... ee c_ 29... 57 
Mr. C. B. Margetts ... 14 3 17 
» oJ. F. Milne ia ; sel oe a 8 
C. H. Morton _... i 16... a 32 
» R. C. Nesbitt én ae me ee ae wets oO | 
» E. F. Oldham : 13 , ae 20 
» W. W. Paine we =F a = 39 } 
» A.C. Peake is i: is: 2: 16 | 


Total 
Name. Council. Committees. attend- 
ances. 
Mr. R. Pennington (died 13th July, Oss 17 
1910) 
» 1» Rawle ... 34 78 ‘ 112 
Sir A. K. Rollit, LL.D., D.C.L., v1 lv 31 
Litt. D. 
Mr. C. L. Samson ; 13 17 30 
W. A. Sharpe 36 77 113 
F. W. Stone 14 14 
R. S. Taylor 29 419 78 
W. Trower 35.C«(«‘ 70 105 
, W.M. Walters 31 5 36 
ht. M. Welsford ; 28 10 38 
A. Wightman 5 l 6 
W. H. Winterbotham 30 79 114 
Extraordinary Members. 
Mr. J. W. Botsford 
A. J. Clarke 16. 2 18 
R. S. Cleaver 13 1 15 
» -. Eggar ... ) a oe. at 32 
A. M, Jackson 6 l 7 
» C. E. Longmore 27 7 . i4 
W. H. Norton ake 1 ll 
, Rh. A. Pinsent nee 28 _— 48 
» KR. Pybus ... 9 12 21 
F. Sturge ... 6 l 7 


The Law Association. 


The ninety fourth annual general court of the Law Association for 
the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and 
Vicinity was held at the Law Soc iety’s Hall on the 31st of May, 
Mr. T. H. Gardiner (one of the treasurers) in the chair. Among those 
present were Mr. FE. T. H. Brandon, Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr. F. W. 
Emery, Mr. J. E. W. Rider, Mr. G. L. Stewart, Mr. A. Toovey, Mr. 
Mark Waters, and Mr. W. M. Woodhouse (directors), and several 
members, including Messrs. E. J. Barron, J. C. Brookhouse, E. 8. 
Courroux, ‘I. 8S. Curtis, G. M. Davey, C. F. Leighton, Percy E. Mar 
shall, P. G. C. Shaw, and E. E. Barron, sec retary. 

The directors’ report for the year ending the 20th of May states 
that the receipts ol the association for the past year were as follows 
Dividends on investments, £1,348 8s. 10d.; annual subscriptions, 
£345 9s.; donations, £91 1s. ; total, £1,784 18s. 10d.; life subscrip 
tions, £94 10s. The expenses of the year amount to £241 6s. 11d., 
leaving a balance of £1,638 ls. 1ld., which, with £654 19s. 3d. balance 
from 1910, made an available income for the year of £2,293 1s. 2d 
Out of the balance in hand the board has distributed £742 10s. amongst 
thirteen members’ cases, and £901 amongst forty-nine non-members’ 
cases, making the total relief granted £1,643 10s., and purchased £340 
Great Indian Peninsular 3 per cent. stock at a cost of £334 13s., 
leaving a cash balance in hand of £314 18s. 2d. towards the expendi 
ture of the current year Since the formation of the association in 
1817 the relief granted to, members and their families has amounted to 
£81,244, and to solicitors (non-members) and their families £18,926, 
making a grand total of £100,170. Twenty-six new members have 
joined the association during the past year, of whom nine are life 
members 

Mr. Gardiner (the chairman) moved the adoption of the report, 
calling attention to the continual increase in the membership, and also 
to the increased claims on the assotiation, and assistance rendered 
during the past year. The motion having been seconded by Mr. 
loovey, the report and balance-sheet were unanimously adopted. The 
Lord Chief Justice was re-elected president, and the vice-presidents, 
the directors, and other officers were re-appointed. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society’s Hall, on the Ist of June, Mr. W. P. Richardson in the chair. 
The other directors present were ; Mr. P. W. Chandler, Mr F. WwW. 
Emery, Mr. T. H. Gardiner, Mr. J. E. W. Rider, Mr. G. L. Stewart, 
Mr. Mark Waters, and Mr. E. E Grants amount 
ing to £695 were voted for the ensuing year to the widows and 
daughters of deceased members, and further grants to the extent of 
£230 were made amongst widows and daughters of non-subscribers, 
and other general business was transacted. 


Sarron (secretary 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa 
tion was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, on 


| the 14th inst., Mr. Maurice A. Tweedie in the chair. The other 


directors present were Messrs. A. Davenport, T. Dixon (Chelmsford), 
R. Ellett (Cirencester), C. Goddard, W. H. Gray, 8. Harris (Leicester), 
L. W. North Hickley, C. G. May, W. A. Sharpe, and W. M. Walters. 
A sum of £380 was distributed in grants of relief, 31 new members 
were admitted, and other general business was transacted. 
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Obituary. 
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are req sted to communicate with tl Pul 
Trustee, 3-4, Clement’s-inn, Strand, London, W.( It is supposed that 
the missing deed was drawn up by a firm of itors of the name of 
Simpeon, Manchester The said James Reid died at Inver 
Zealand, en the 8th April, 1908 
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General. 


Mr. Alan Macpherson is to act as deputy judge at the Whitechapel 
ind Bloomsbury County Courts until a judge has been appointed to 
succeed Judge Bacon. 


Mr. James Bell, solicitor, clerk to the Surbiton Urban District Coun 
il, is to resign that office next March after fifty-five years’ service 
The council has, says the Lvening Standard, appointed Mr. Bell and 
his son to be joint consulting solicitors to the council at a joint fixed 
fee of £200 per annum. 


Some remarkable instances of length of services as magistrates have 
given in the 7'imes during the present week. Colonel Sir Alfred 
Plantagenet Somerset, of Enfield Court, N., has been a magistrate for 
over 56 years, having been appointed on the Commission for the County 
in April, 1855, while’ Lord Feversham, who has been a magistrate of 
the North Riding of Yorkshire, has filled the post for over 59 years, 
having been placed on the Commission in 1852. 

The Supreme Court of Washington the La 
review, decided that the maintenance in a residential district of a city 
of a sanatorium for the treatment of tuberculosis patients is a nuisance, 
vhere the fear induced by the proximity of the sanatorium disturbs 
the ‘‘ comfortable enjoyment ’’ of adjacent property, whether the fear 
is founded on scientific or not, for *‘ comfortable enjoyment 
means mental quiet as well as physical comfort, and the word ‘‘ com 
fort’ implies whatever is requisite to give security from want and 
furnish reasonable physical, mental, and spiritual enjoyment. To con 
nuisance, there must be more than a tendency to injure, and 
there must be something appreciable, tangible, actual, or subsisting, 
and, in determining whether an injury charged comes within these 
general terms, regard must be had to the notions of comfort and con 
venience entertained by persons generally of ordinary tastes and sus 
ceptibilities, and the nuisance and discomfort must affect the ordinary 
comfort of existence as understood by the people. 


On Saturday, says the Time ‘, Mr Justice 3ankes held the Flintshire 
Assizes in the town of Mold, this being his first appearance as judge 
in his native county. In charging the grand jury he said his associa 
tion with that building was very close, and very peculiar. He had no 
doubt his grandfather, both as Justice of Common Pleas and as Chief 


been 


ie has, says American “ 


facts 


stitute a 


Justice, must have presided in that court as judge of assize, and 
probably occupied that very chair. It was a curious fact that since his 


death no member of the North Wales Circuit had been appointed a 
judge till he was appointed last year. Certain it was that for very 
near half a century the offices of chairman and deputy chairman of 


quarter sessions in that county had been held by members of his 
y his late father, by his late uncle, by himself, and now, also, 
He himself had occupied almost every position 


family—b: 
by his brother-in-law. 


that man could occupy in that court. He had attended there as a 
spectator when he was a small boy; he practised there as a barrister 
when he first began his professional career; he had sat there as a 


magistrate; he had presided over that court, both as deputy chairman 
of Quarter Sessions and Chairman of Quarter Sessions, and Chairman 
of the Licensing Authority 

On the trial of a man for violating the prohibitory law of North 
Dakota, the judge, the Law Review, instructed the 
jury in the following words : ‘‘ Gentlemen of the jury, I charge you to 
pay no attention to any remarks or statements made by counsel. You 
of the questions of fact in this case. The court 
It is your duty to decide this case according 
The Supreme Court reverses the 


‘ 


S8aVS American 


are the sole judges 
will give you the law. 
to the law given you by the court.”’ 
conviction, saying : ‘‘ Parties have a right to appear by counsel, and i 
is the privilege of counsel to address the jury. If the jury are to dis 
regard the arguments of counsel altogether, if they are to shut their 
to the illustrations, comments, and reasonings, how unmeaning, 
indeed how absurd, is the appearance of counsel. It is a most valuable 
right to be represented by learned and eloquent counsel, not only before 
the « as to the law, but also before the jury, as to the facts. So 
far as the facts of a case are concerned, the privilege is valuable, just 
because the jury may look to the argument of counsel, may consider 
his reasoning, before making up their verdict. In our opinion it was a 
dangerous stretch of judicial prerogative by the charge of the court to 


ears 


ourt, 


tell the jury to pay no attention to any remarks or statements made by 
At the Guildhall, last week, before Sir Charles Wakefield, says the 
T inne Arthur James Evans, of 91, Finsbury-pavement, appeared to 


answer three summonses, taken out at the instance of the Incorporated 
Law Society, for having wilfully and falsely pretended that he was 
duly qualified to act a solicitor. The defendant pleaded ‘ Guilty.”’ 
Mr. Robert Humphreys said the defendant was a solicitor, and had 
had a certificate up to Novémber, 1909, but since that date he had not 


as 


held one. In spite of this fact his name as solicitor was painted on 
several places at his office. The first two summonses arose from act 
performed by Mr. Evans as a legal man—in one case issuing a writ 
ind in the other in connection with a summons for directions in 
wtion. The summons on which he wuld ask for a penalty was simply 
for having his name up as a solicitor, he not being entitled so to d 
Mr. Calvert, for the defendant, pleaded that there was an absence 
iny fraudulent motive. The defendant had been practising as a solicitor 
since 1885. Always rather hard of hearing, two years ago he became 
very deaf, and, his afflictiow preventing him from following his pro 
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fession, he did not think it worth while to renew his certificate. As to 
the actions complained of, they were done in his name by an old clerk 
The alderman said on the one summons there would be a fine of 20s 
and £2 2s. costs; the costs must be paid on the other two summonses. 


At the meeting of the Imperial Conference, on Monday, notice had 
been given of the following resolutions :—By the Government of the 
Commonwealth of Australia: That it is desirable that the judicial 
functions in regard to the Dominions now exercised by the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council should be vested in an Imperial 
Appeal Court, which should also be the final Court of Appeal for 
Great Britain and Ireland. By the Government of New Zealand : 
That it has now become evident, considering the growth of population, 
the diversity of laws enacted, and the differing public policies affect 
ing legal interpretation in his Majesty’s Oversea Dominions, that no 
Imperial Court of Appeal can be satisfactory which does not include 
judicial representatives of these Oversea Dominions. After a length 
ened discussion, Lord Loreburn, says the Z'imes, said that if there 
were only one or two cases, the sending over of a judge would be a 
large order for a comparatively small result. As he understood the 
discussion, there was general agreement to the following effect :—That 
there should be for the whole British Empire one final Court of Appeal 
in two divisions, one for the United Kingdom, consisting of the same 
persons who were now entitled to sit in the House of Lords, and the 
other for the Overseas Dominions, consisting of the persons now entitled 
to sit on the Judicial Committee, with such further additions as might 
be agreed upon, and that it should be strengthened by the addition of 
two English judges. Sir Joseph Ward thought that that represented 
the only modus vivendi. Mr. Fisher said that he would withdraw his 
resolution, and substitute the following :—‘‘ That, having heard the 
views of the Lord Chancellor and Lord Haldane, the Conference recom 
mends that the proposals of the Government of the United Kingdom 
be embodied in a communication to be sent to the Dominions as early 
as possible.’’ Mr. Batchelor said that they looked forward to one final 
Court of Appeal for the Empire. The two divisions seemed to be a 
practicable arrangement for the time being, but it ought to be under 
stood that the proposal was merely for the time being. The original 
resolutions were then withdrawn, and the substituted resolution was 
unanimously agreed to. 





“Merlin on Interpleader in the High Court and County Courts.” 
By S. P. J. Merlin, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & Co., 
Bell-yard, W.C. [Apvr.] 











Royan Navat Cottece, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Gyardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvrt.] 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reaisteass 1x ATTENDANCE ON 










Dat Emenoexoy <Aprrrat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
BES. Rota. No, 2, Jovoz. Swinrewx Eapy. 
Monday June 19 Mr Church Mr Synge Mr Bloxam Mr Goldschmid 
—s Theed Charch Farmer Synge 
Bloxam Theed Leach Church 
Farmer Bloxam Borrer Tneei 
Leach Farmer Beal Bloxam 
Borrer Leach Greswell Farmer 
Dat Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr, Justice 
ate. Wasainortox. NEVILLE. Parken. ve, 
Monday June 19 Mr Borrer Mr Theed Mr Leach Mr Greswell 
Tuesday ....... 20 Beal Bloxam Borrer Goldschmidt 
Wednesday...... 21 Greawell Farmer Beal Synge 
Thursday .. Goldschmidt Leach Greswell Charch 
Friday ..... 23 Synge Borrer Goldschmidt Theed 
Saturday ......... 24 Church Beal Synge Bloxam 





TRINITY SITTINGS, 1911. 
COURT OF APPEAL. Oa June 14 the following Appeal from 
Aprzat Covat I the King’s Bench Final List will be in 


the Paper for hearing :— National 
On Jone 13 Appeal Motions (Exparie), 
Origi Motions and Interlocutory 
Appeals from the King’s Bench Divi- 
sion will be in the Paper for hearing. 
Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will 
be taken on Wednesday, June 14, and 
following days. 
Other Business will be taken from time to 
% as announced in the Daily Cause 


Aprrzat Court Il. 


Cn Tuesday, June 13,a lunacy applica- 
tion, “In re Joyce,” Appeal Motions 
and Appeals from the Chancery Later- 
locytory List will be taken, 





Telephone Co. vy. H.M. Postmaster- 
General. 

On and after Monday, June 19, Chan- 
cery Appeals (General List) will be 
taken. 

Other Business will be taken from time 
to time as annouaced in the Daily 
Cause List, 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION, 
Lorp Caaxce.ior’s Court. 

Ma. Justice JOYCE. 


Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 


Witnesses will be taken throughout the | Saturday 


Sittings, 





. Tuesday 


Cuaycery Covrrt I. 
Mr. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 
Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr, Justice 


| 


Swinfen Eady will take Actions with | 


Witnesses daily throughout the Sit ings. 
Cuaycery Covrr IV. 
Mr. Justice PARKER. 
During these sittings Mr. Justice Parker 
will not (except under special circum- 


Tuesday .. 11...Co’s Acts and non-wit list 
Wednesday 12...Fur con and non-wit list 
Thursday ...13,.,Non-wit list 

{ Mots, sht caus, pets, and 


Friday ......14 ( non-wit list 
Saturday ...15...No sitting 
Monday ..... 17 Sitting in chambers 
| Tuesday 18 . Co’s Acts and non- wit liet 


| Wednesday 19 


stances) sit on Saturdays, but on the | 


o her days of the week he will sit wll 
4 30 p.m. instead of till 4pm, 
with witnesses will be taken daily ex- 
cept when other business is advertised 
Caancery Covar II. 

Me. Justice WARRINGTON. 
Tues, Jone 13...Mots and non-wit list 
Wednesday 14/4 it Li 
Thursday ...16 | Noa-wit list 
Friday 16...Mots and non-wit list 

a ~' Sbt caw, pete, and non 
Saturday ..17) t list ° 
19...8itting in chambers 


Monday 
Tuesday ...20 Fur con and non-wit list 


Wednesday 21 
Thursday .. 22 


..-Mots and non-wit |.st 


Friday ..,...23 ( No sitting 
Saturday “ 24) 
Monday... ...26...Sitting in chambers 
9 | Sht caus, pete, fur con, 
Taesday ...27 (and noa-wit list 
. a 9 “= 
Feereaey” 0} Non-wit list 
Friday ..... 30 . Mots ani non-wit liat 
' ,, | Sht caus, pets, and non 
Sat., July | ) wit list ‘ 
Monday...... 3...Sitting in chambers 
Tueeday ... if Far con and non.w.t list 


Wedresds y 
Thursday 
Friday ... 


af Non-wit list 
7...Mots and non-wit list 
s! Sht caus, pets, and non- 
( wit list 
Monday......10.,,8ittiog in chambers 
— . 11. Far con, and non-wi: list 
Tednesday 12) y, : 
Thursday 713 j Non-wit list 
Friday ..,.. 14...Mots and non-wit list 
: s . ¢SBht caus, pets, and non 
Saturday 15) wit list pe 
Monday ., ..17.. Sitting in chambers 
Toesday ...18.. Fur con, and non-wit list 
Wednesday 19 } 


Thursday _..20 | Non-wit list 
Friday ......21...Mots and non-wit liat 


Saturday 


Saturday ...22 (Sht cans, pets, and non- 
+ wit list 

Monday... . 24 ..8itting in chambers 

Tuerday ...25...Fur con and non-wit liat 

Wednesday 26) ., +. as 

Thursday ...27 } Non-wit list 

Friday 28...Mots and non-wit list 

Saturday ...29 { wr caus, pets, and non-wit 

Monday .....31 . Sitting in chambers 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be 
so heard. The necessary papers, in 
cluding two copies of the minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, must 
be left with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put into 
the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further con- 
sideration are sequived 
judge, viz.:—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed judgment or order, 1 copy 
pleadings, and 1 copy master's certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
further consideration is ready to come 
into the paper.| 


Cuaycery Covrt ITT. 
Ma. Justice NEVILLE. 

Tues, Jane 13 . Mots and non-wit list 
Wednesday 14...00’s Acts and non-wit list 
Thursday .. 15 ..Far con and non-wit list 
> . | Mote, sht caus, pets, and 
Friday 16 | non-wit list : 
Saturday ...17 ..No sitting 
Monday .,.. 19 .. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...20...Co’s Acts and non-wit list 
Wednesday 21 Mots and non-wit list 
Thursday ...22 \ 

viday ......33 ; No sitting 
Saturday ...24 
Mouday......26...8itting in chambers 
27.. Co's Acte and non-wit list 


| Wednesday 28...Fur con and non-wit list 
| Thursday ...29... Non-wit list 


- Mots, sht caus, pote, and 
Friday ......80 non- wit list 

Sat, July 1...No sitting 

Monday ... 3...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 4...Co’s Acts and non-wit liat 


Wednesday 6...Pur con and non-wit list 


' Thursday ... 6...Non-wit list 


} 


7$ Mots, sbht cous, pets, and 
( non-wit list 

» 8. No sitting 

Monday....,.10 . Sitting in chambers 


Friday 


Actions | 


.. Fur con and non-wit i st 


Thursday ...20 . Non-wit list 


Pei 9, § Mots, sht caus, pete, and 
F riday 2 i non-wit list 7 
Saturday ...22 ..No sitting 
Monday......24...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 25 . Co’s Acts and non-wit li t 
Wednesday25 Fur con and non-wit list 


| Thursday .,.27... Non-wit list 

| ges | Mots, sht caus, and 

| Friday ..,...28 ' non-wit list po, 
Saturday ...29 ..No sitting 

| Monday ...31...8itting in chambers 


| Saturday 


| Tuesd ay 


| Sat., 


| Friday .... 


for the use of the | 


| 


Any cause intended to be heard as a 
short cause must be £0 marked in the 
cause book at least one clear day bef re 
the same can be put in the paper to be 
ro heard, and tha necessary papers, 
including two copies of minutes of the 

roposed judgment or order, must be 
eft ia court with the judge’s clerk not 
less than one clear day before the cause 
is t© be pat into the paper. 

N.B.—The following papers on further 
consideration are required for the use 
of the jadge, viz.:—Two copies of 
minutes of the proposed judgment or 
order, 1 copy pleadings, and 1 copy 
master’s certificate. These must be 
left in court with the judge’s clerk 
not lees that one clear day before 
the further consideration is ready to 
come into the paper. 


Kixa’s Bencu Court. 
Mr. Justice EVE, 
Mots and non-wit liet 
Wednesday 14); 


Thursday ...15 § Non-wit list 
Friday ,.,...16,..Mots and non-wit list 
17! Manchester and Liverpool 


} business 
Monday..,...19 . Sitting in chambers 

§Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
Tuesday .. (and non-wit list 
Werlnesday2!... Mota and non-wit list 
Thursday .,.22 
Friday 23 


Saturday ...24 

Monday .....26.. Sitting in chambers 

Tae 97 \ Sht caus, pets, far con, 
Tuesday .. 27 | and non-wit list 

rE ay > } Non-wit list 

Friday 


Tues., June13 


10 


y No sitting 


eccees 30...Mots and non-wit list 
| Liverpool and Manchester 
Jaly 1) business 
. 3...8itting in chambers 
+ Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
(and non-wit list 


Monday 


Wednesday 5) 4 

Thursday ... 6) Noo-wit list 

Friday . 7...Mote and non-wit list 
Saturday ,,, 8...No sitting 


Sitting in chambers 
(Sht caus, peta, far 
(and non. wit list 
+4 Non-wit list 
14 ..Mots and non-wit list 
15 § Manchester and Liverpool 

“¢ business 


Monday ...10 
Tuesday ..11 


Wednesday 
Thurs jay 


con, 


Saturday .. 


Monfay ....17.. Sitting in chambers 

§Sht caus, pets, fur con, 
a 8 (and non-wit list 
Wednesday 19) hi 
Thareday 205 Non-wit list 
Friday ..,...21 .. Mots and non-wit list 
Saturday ., 22. No sitting 
Monday 24. Sitting in chambers , 

{ Sht caus, pets, far con, an 
Tuesday .. . 25 ( non-wit list r 
Wednesday 26 ..Non-wit list 
‘Thureday ...27...Mots and non-wit list 
Friday ......28... Sitting in chambers 

. § Liverpool and Msnchestsr 

Saturday 29) business 
Monday... ..31 . Non-wit list 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the pro- 

ose judgment or order must be left 
n court with the judge's clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
paper. In defauls the cause will not ve 
put in the paper, 


N.B.—The following papers on farther con- 
sideration are required for the use ot the 
Judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of 
the proposed order, 1 copy pleadings, 1 
¢ py judgment, and 1 copy master’s certi- 
ficate, which must be left in court with 
the judge’s clerk one clear day before 
the further consideration is ready to 
come into the paper. 
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In charge of I» an Jury List. 
C—In charge of Non-Jury List. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
Trinity Sittines, 1911. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 

FROM THE OHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), 
AND THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS, 

General List.) 
1910. 

In re John McFee, dec McFee v Toner and ors (by original action) 
Edwards and anr v Toner and ors (by order) appl of pittfs from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated July 9, 1910, and cross-notice by 
some of the defts, dated Oct 8, 1910, and further cross-notice by deft, 
E Ramsey, dated Oct. 6, 1910 part heard (stand over for inquiry— 
leave to apply) July 30 

1911. 

King v The ~~ ay (Upper) Navigation Co and ors appl of pltff from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Oct 27, 1910 (s o not before Aug 1) 
Jan 2 

The Carshalton Urban District Council v Burrage appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated Feb 22, 1911 (produce order) Mar 6 

Monckton v The (iramophone Co Id app! of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Dec 6, 1910 (s o not before July 1) ‘Mar 10 

Lake & — ld vy Rotax Motor Accessories ld appl of defts from order 
of Mr. Justice Neville, dated Jan 26 1911. 

Pettit v Bail ley appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 

Mar 24, 1911 April 20 

In re The Earl of Stamford and Warrington, dec Payne v Grey and 
ors appl of defts K and V Grey and C Butler from order of Mi 
Justice Warrington, dated Dec 8 1910 April 21 In re Same Same 
v Same appl of deft, Dame Catherine S Grey, from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated Dec 8, 1910 April 21 

Hooper v Hooper and anr appl of deft, W M Jackson, from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce dated Nov 21, 1910 April 25 

The London Electric Supply Assoc v The Westminster Electric Supply 
Corpn ld appl of plttfs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated April 
8, 1911 April 28 

The Central London Ry Co v The Commrs for Land Tax for the City 
of London appl of plitffs from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, 
dated Feb 25, 1911 April 29 

Ia re P M Shanks, dee Shanks v Shanks appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated Dee 19, 1910 May 4 

Knill y Dumergue appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated 
April 26, 1911. May 6 

In re Croydon, dec Hincks and anr v Croydon and ors appl of pltffs 
from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated April 12,1911 May 9 

Mackintosh and anr v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 

} Neville, dated Jan 19,1911 May 10 
Sharp v Durrant appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Warrington, 
dated April 7, 1911 May 15 

In re William Holmes, dec Holmes v Blenkhorn and anr_ appl of pltff 
from order of Mr Justice Parker, dated Feb 10, 1911 May 22 

Cuff, Stuttard & Pearce ld vy Kappa Syndicate Id and ors appl of defts, 
Empyrean Trading Corpn ld and Everden, from order of Mr, Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated Dec 10, 1910 May 25 
Cuff, Stattard & Pearce ld vy Kappa Syndicate Id and ors appl of defts, 
Kappa Syndicate ld and T J Coulle, from order of Mr, Justice 
Swinfen Eady, dated Dec 10, 1910 May 25 

In re George Tinniswood, dec Tinniswood vy Oldcorn and anr appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Eve, dated March 16, 1911 May 30 

In the Matter of an Application of W & G du Cros Id and In the Matter 
of the Trade Marks Act, 1905 appl of applicants from order of Mr 
Justice Eve, dated May 30, 1911 June 2 

In the Matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 and In the 
Matter of the Premier Underwriting Assoc ld appl of W R Corfield 
& Co. from order of Mr, Justice Swinfen Eady, dated July 20, 1910 
(produce order) June 2 

Same v Same appl of W R Corfield & Co from order of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated March 14, 1911 June 2 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1907, and In the Matter 
of the Premier Underwriting Assoc appl of A H Buchanan from 
order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated July 20, 1910 June 2 

Carruthers v Peake and anr appl of defts from order of Mr, Justice 
Warrington, dated Feb 17, 1911 June 2 

The Rio Tinto Co ld v The Pena Copper Mines 1d appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Parker, dated March 7, 1911 June 3 

FROM THE CHANCERY AND PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1911. 

Kirsopp and ors v Highton and ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Parker, dated Mar 31, 1911 April 4 

In re Mary Hodgson, dec Stork v Whittaker appl from refusal of Mr 
Justice Joyce, ‘dated April 10, 1911. April 13 (s o leave to amend) 

Tan Lo Heong vy Hawkins appl of pltffs from refusal of Mr Justice 
Neville, dated May 15, 1911 May 16 

In re John Bishop, dec ‘Taylor v Bishop and anr appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Neville, dated May 8, 1911 May 17 


Li 
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Thomas Logan Id v Davis and ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Warrington, dated May 5, 1911 May 18 

Moffat v Lewin appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Neville, dated 
May 12, 1911 May 23 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1911. 


Divorce Stevenson, Annie Clara (petnr) v Stevenson, John Edgar 
respt) appl of petnr from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated 
May 8, 1911 May 22 

(New Trial Paper.) 

Probate In the Matter of Jane Roberts, dec M Lovatt (widow) v 
W P Jones and E Williams appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, at trial before Mr Justice Coleridge and 
a common jury, Carnarvon, dated Jan 19, 1911 Feb 11 

Probate Swan v Swan and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 3, 1911, at trial before 
The President and a special jury (security ordered) April 15 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1911. 


In re Sir Alfred L Jones, dec Williams v Attorney-Gen appl of deft 
from judgt of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, 


dated Feb 20,1911 Mar 23 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 
In re H F Campbell (expte S S Seal) from an order of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated May 29, 1911, dismissing, with costs, a motion to 
reverse the trustee’s rejection of the appellant’s proof of debt herein 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
Gillow and ors v County Council of Durham appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Hamiltin (cav May 26) 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1910. 


Macgregor v Peet and Peet v Macgregor and anr appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr Commr Parfitt, KC, without a jury, Leicester, dated 
Feb 11, 1910 (so liberty to apply) March 2 

Hage v Ladoga ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated July 27, 1910 (so to be men- 
tioned 

Kent v Fittall (Case 1) appl of G J Petherbridge from judgt of the 
Divisional Court, dated Nov 8, 1910 Nov 22 Same v Same (Case 2) 
appl of T H Geary from judgt of the Divisional Court, dated Nov 
8, 1910 (s0) Nov 22 

Wigglesworth (Suppliant) v The King appl of Suppliant from judgt 
of Mr Justice Channell, dated Dec 16, 1910 (special case) Dec 23 
(so for Attorney-Gen) 

1911. 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re an Arbitration between 
C Hana and L Elrlich appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice A T 
Lawrence (special case), dated Jan 21, 1911 Feb 4 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889, and In re an Arbitration between 
The Secretary of State for War and H J Van Laun appl of The 
Assignee in Bankruptcy from judgt of Mr Justice A T Lawrence, 
dated Jan 24, 1911, special case (s o for Attorney-Gen) Feb 7 

Liverpool Corpn v The Assessment Committee of the Chorley Union 
and ors appl of Appellants from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice 
and Justices Hamilton and Avory, dated Jan 25, 1911, and cross- 
notice by respts, dated Feb 8, 1911 Feb 16 

Billericay Rural District Council v Poplar Guardians and anr appl 
of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, without a jury, Mid 
dlesex, dated Jan 20, 1911 Feb 21 

Mowats ld v Hudson Bros ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Darling, without a jury, Winchester, dated Feb 9, 1911 Feb 23 

Stoddart v Union Trust ld appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 4, 1911, at trial before Mr 
Justice Bucknill and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 23 

Cubitt v Harding appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 19, 1910 Feb 24 

Bright v Bright appl of applt from judgt of the Judge of the Court 
of Passage, dated Jan 18, 1911 Feb 24 

Batt v Metropolitan Water Board appl of defts from judgt of Jus 
tices Ridley and Avory, dated Feb 14, 1911 Feb 28 

Duffield v Schneltz & Co appl of defte from judgt of Mr Justice 
Channell, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Dec 15, 1910, and cross- 
notice by pltff, dated May 19, 1911 March 1 

Ames v Whiteman appln of pltff and cross-notice of appl by defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 22, 





1911, at trial before Mr Justice Coleridge and a common jury, Mid- 
dlesex March 1 

The Glasgow Assce Corpn ld v Symondson & Co appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Scrutton, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 


Feb 20,1911 March 2 

Hebert v Royal Society of Medicine and ors appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Darling, without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 12, 
1911 March 3 

Peugniez v Lievre appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Avory, 
without a jury, Newcastle, dated Feb 25, 1911 March 3 

Hales v London General Omnibus Co ld appln of pltff for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 10, 1911, at 
trial before Mr Justice Pickford and a common jury, Middlesex 
March 3 

Blake v Fenner and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 24, 1911, at trial before Mr 
Justice Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex March 6 

Roberts v Oates appl of deft from judgt of Justices Ridley and 
Avory, dated Feb 18, 1911 March 6 

The Deddington Steamship Co ld v The Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue appl of applts from judgt Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue 
Side), dated Feb 8, 1911 March 7 

Duke of Northumberland v Commrs of Inland Revenue appl of 
respt from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated 
Feb 16, 1911 March 7 

Leeds Corpn and anr v Sugden (Surveyor of Taxes) appl of applts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated Feb 14, 1911 
March 7 

Gregory v Watson Steamship Co ld and ors appln of pltff for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 20, 1911, at 
trial before Mr Justice A T Lawrence and a common jury, Liver- 
pool March 8 

Coleman v Twining appln of deft in person for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1911, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lush and a common jury, Middlesex March 10 

The American Thread Co Id v Joyce (Surveyor of Taxes) appl of 
applts from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton (Revenue Side), dated 
Feb 15, 1911 March 13 

Skene v Thomas appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 22, 1911, at trial before Mr Justice 
Pickford and a common jury, Middlesex March 14 

Duke v The General Steam Navigation Co ld appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated Feb 21, 1911 March 15 


(To he continued.) 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE, CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srrrines, 1911. 
Notices Retatinc ro THE Cuancery Cause Last. 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated 
in the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Joyce.—Except when other Business is advertised in 
the Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken daily 
throughout the Sittings. + 

Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy.—Except when other Business is 
advertised in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will 
sit for the disposal of His Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout 
the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Warrincton.—-Except when other Business is 
advertised in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Warrinctron will 
take his Business as announced in the Trinity Sittings Paper 

Mr. Justice Nevitie will take his Business as announced in the 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Parker.—Except when other Business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Parker will sit for the disposal 
of His Lordship’s Witness List daily (except Saturdays) throughout 
the Sittings. 

Mr. Justice Eve will take his Business as announced in the Trinity 
Sittings Paper. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve will take 
Liverpool and Manchester Business on Saturdays, the 17th June, Ist, 
15th and 29th July. 

Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice 
Warriecton, Mr. Justice Nevirre and Mr. Justice Eve will sit 
in Court every Monday during the Sittings to hear Chamber 
Summonses. 

Summonses Adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be 
heard by Mr. Justice Warrincron, Mr. Justice Nevitty and Mr. 
Justice Eve. 

Notice with Rererence TO THE CHancery Witness Lists 

During the Trinity Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal 
of Witness Actions as follows : 

Mr. Justice Joyce will take the Witness List for Joyce and Eve, 
JJ. 
Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy will take the Witness List for Swinren 
Eapy and Nevitte, JJ. 

Mr. Justice Parker will take the Witness List for WarrincTton 
and Parker, JJ. 
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yore and anr act 
,T W Nish & Co act 


a Summonses h thi Co-op So 


goon Para Rubber 


& SIT ‘a Ch ~~ 


sumns (for June 13) 


Joseph Charlesworth 


Compton adjd sumns 
The Stock Conversion & 


tter a the Registered 


of § Ste ephe n Smit h & Ce 








The Company fur con 





Causes for Trial withou 
Witnesses and Adjourned 
Summonses. 

In re Charles, Ward, dec V 
v Ward 7 sumns 


P= 


In re Southall Bros & Barcla 

— Mark In re Trade Ma 
, 1905 motion. 

in re Welford de Parso 
7 iddington adjd sum 

In re John Barnard dec B 
v ‘Berseed adjd sumns 

In re H Powell Richards, a S 


In re Taxation of Costs adjd 
sumns 
In re Clark’s Trusts I 


Phillip, dec Phillips v P} 
— sumns 

In re Julius Cesar Czarnikow ck 
Czarnikow v (ranzoni lid 
sumns 

In re Kemeys-Tynte Kem: 
Tynte v Kemeys-Tynt ijd 
sumns (restored) 

In re Reynolds dec Reynold 
Dixey adjd sumns 

In re Hitchen dee Jolliffe v 
Hitchen adjd sumns 

In re M, A. Sealy dec Sea 
Sealy adjd sumns 

In re S. S. Mander’s 17 
Mander v. Felkin adjd s 

In re Graham Wigan (expt 
Extraordinary Tithe Rexi 
tion Act, 1886) adjd sum 

In re Fabini International Sto 
Exchange ld v Wingfield adjd 
sumns 

In re G. Padmore’s Will T 
Padmore v Padmore lid 
sumns 

Winter v Sadler adjd im 

In re F. Haws well <e Hasw 
Haswe H vell 4 
aaljd sumns 

] 1 re Bladon dec Da k 
Porte: adjd sumns 

In re Stevens stevens Vv Sl¢ 
adjd sumns 

In re W. Scrutton de Fol} | 
v Garbutt adjd sumns 

In re Stephenson, Harwood & Co 
and taxn of costs adjd sumns 

In re John Wilkinson de iH 
stead vy Wilkinson adjd sumns 

In re G. Ambler dec Amble 
Ambler adjd sumns 

In re Prynn dee Hill v Pry 
adjd sumns 

In re Jenkins’ Trusts Birch 
Jenkins adjd sumns 

In re Skene’s Settlement Arnold 
v Skene adjd sumns 

In re Wilson Bromley-W 

Bromley adjd sumns 

In re Miles’ Settlement Mile 
Mander adjd sumns 

In re T. Lewis’ Policy (expte 
Nat io ynal Provi der nt Ine titutior 


adjd sumns 


Companies (Winding up) and 
Chancery Division 
Companies (Winding Up 

Petitions. 

Gloria Copper Mines (Spain) 1d 
(petn of C. B. Toller—ordered 
on April 11, 1911 to stand « 
generally) 

Ind, Coope & Co ld (petn of C 
Spalding) Same (petn of H. ©. 
Da Costa) Same (petn of 
Shuters, Chippendales & 
Colyers ld—s.o. from Apri! 25 
to the first petition deg 
Michaelmas Sitings, 1911) 

La Martona Rubber Estates Id 
(petn of H. F. Hargreaves and 
anr—with witnesses—s.o. from 
May 2 to June 14, 1911) 

Camden Brewery Co Id (petn of 
Turner Byrne & Co) Same 
(petn of S. J. Garrett & C 
s.o. from May 23 to July 29, 
1911) 








il 
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Rubber Corpn. of Brazil ld (petn 
of L. H. Green & anr.—s.o. 
from May 23 to June 14, 1911) 

Mersea & District Gas Co ld ptn 
of J. A. Drake and anr—s.o. 
from May 23 to June 20, 1911) 

Mines and Banking 
(petn of J. A. Ingham—s.o. 
from May 30 to June 14, 1911) 

Maikop European & General Oil 
Trust ld. (petn of Annable & 
Young—s.o. from 
June 14, 1911) 

J. Francis & Co Id (petn of G. H. 
Cromack—s.o. from May 30 to 
June 14, 1911) 

G. Aston & Sons Id (petn of Dick 
Kerr & Co ld—s.o. from May 30 
to June 14, 1911) 

B oo me 2 Go le (petn of 
Shrewsbury S. T. and Chal- 
linger Tyne Co ld—-Manchester 
District Registry s.o. from May 
30 to June 20, 1911) 

Grande Maison D’ Automobiles Id 
(petn of Prowodnik Tyre & 
Rubber Co ld—s.o. from May 
30 to June 20, 1911) 

Challen & Son Id (petn of Brooks 
ld 

Goyt Spinning Co Id (petn of 
A. H. Stott) 

Pike Berwick & King ld (petn of 
T. Parker & anr) 

Cadogan Laundry Co ld (petn of 
Skilbeck Bros) 

Aviation Courses ld 
Borough Council of Doncaster 
& anr) 

Social Bureau ld (petn of M. A. 
Klitz) 

Greenwich Cinema de Luxe ld 
petn of Walter Tyler 1d) 

Goyt Spinning Co ld (petn of 
F. R. Sewell) 

Oil & Ozokerite Co ld petn of} 
Carl May) : 

Buyers’ Assoc |d petn of Robert 
son & Baxter ld) 

Oil & Ozokerite Co ld petn of E. 
Newton) 


{petn ot 


Chancery Division. 
to confirm reduction of 
Capital). 
Wessex Press ld and reduced 


Petition 


Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement). 


West ( roydon Estate Co ld 


(petn of W. T. Key & of the 


Company) 


Companies (Winding Up). 
Motion. 
Kellets ld (to stay proceedings— 
ordered on May 23 to stand 
over to June 14, 1911) | 


Companies (Winding Up) and 
Chancery Division. | 
Court Summonses. 

Progressive Assce Co ld (as to 
payment of life claim—ordered 
on Feb. 1, 1910, to stand over 
generally) 

Brown & ors v British Natural 
Premium Life Assoc ld and ors 
(on construction of trusts— 
ordered on Jan 24, 1911, to 
stand over generally) 

Egyptian Estates ld (for removal 
of ‘‘ saises’’ on debts—ordered 
on March 7, 1911, to stand over 
generally) 

Joint Stock Trust & Finance 
Corpn Id (misfeasance—with 
witnesses—ordered on March 
28, 1911 to stand over generally) 

Home & Foreign Investment & | 
Agency Co ld (on various ques- | 
tions—ordered on May 23, 1911 | 


to stand over generally) 


Corpn ld 


May 5 to | 


Sly Spink & Co ld (for rectifica- 
tio of Register—re Hertslet— 
with Witnesses) 

Same (Some—re Macdonald—with 
Witnesses) 





Before Mr. Justice PARKER. 
Further Consideration, 
| E. Arbib & ors v Venice & Murano 
| Glass Co Id (fur con for June 13) 
| 


Motion (by Order). 
| Bonnet v Hirsch (s 0) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Mendelssohn v Traies & Son act 

(s o pending settlement) 

Webb v Webb act & mf j 

In re M. S. Cooper dec Reeder v 

Curtis & ors act (s o till further 

order) 

Melliard v Francis act 

The Electric & Ordnance Acces 

sories Co ld y Hancock act & 
|}  counter-claim (s o Michaelmas) 
| Bax v Liberty & Co act (s 0) 

Darlington v Lewis act (s o till 
alter “ Watling v Lewis” dis 
posed of In Appeal Court) 

In the Matter of Aylett’s Patent 
No 15,377 of 1910 and in the 
Matter of the Patents & Designs 
Act 1907 petn for revocation 
not before June 20) 

Mossop v Saunders act (s o not 
before July 11) 

Thornton v The United Counties 
Bank Id act ard counter-claim 

Kaapsche Hoop Gold Co Id v 
Steele act (not before June 20) 

In re Tewkesbury Gas Co ld Tysoe 


| 
| 
| 
| 


v The Company act 

Dale v Powel acts (consolidated 
by order dated April 26, 1911 
Powell v Dale & Hood (K B 


7 


Ww ls mm & ors v Wilson Bros 
Bobbin Co ld (to be heard -by 
Warrington, J) 

Lawrence v The London County 
Council act 

Lord Hothfield v Green act 

Durrant v Sharp, Jones & Co act 

In re Cole dec Cole v Harris act 
and counter-claim 

Hall Hall v Barnett act 

Northcott. v Pitcher & Sons ld & 
anr act 

In re Kenrick & Jefferson's Patent 
No 6,629 of 1903 petn for revo- 
cation 

Thompson v The 
Tvre Co ac t 

Baker v McGachen act 

McCormack v Bernhardt 
counter-claim 

The De Long Hook & Eye Co v 
Newev Bros ld act (s o for 
security) 

In re Applications by Ogston & 
Tennant Id for the Registration 
of Trade Marks, Nos 302,751 
305.319, 305,321, and 305,322 
In the Matter of the Opposition 
thereto, Nos 4722. 7424, 4757 of 
Harrisons & Crossfields ld and 
In re the Trade Marks Acts 1905 
and In re The Trade Mark No 
635,989 of Ogston & Tennant ld 
motn and cross-motn 

Comiot v Eadie & Williams act 
(security ordered) 

Burniston v White & anr act 

Oceanic Steam Navigation Co Id v 
United States Express Co act 

The Railway Finance & Construc- 
tion Co Id v The Quebec Central 
tv act 

In re Lancaster dec T.ancaster v 
Roberts and Milward act 

Attorney-Gen v Plymouth Fish 
Guano & Oil Cold act 

Robinson v Wells & ors act 


Peter Union 


act and 


| St Bartholomew’s Hospital v 
| Combden Same v Same Blow 
| and ors third Parties acts (con 
Solidated) Third party pro- 
ceedings (trans from K B Div) 
In re Bennett dec Raby Vv Raby 


act 
| Brice v Rangoon act (s o liberty 
to restore 
| Goodchild vy Collins § act 
Ihe South Eastern Ry Co v Har 
} vey act 
In re W Cornock dec Cornock & 


anr v Cornock & ors act 
Manks v Whiteley & ors act 
In re Beckett dec Parker v 
feckett act 
Brightman & 
fateman v Smith act 


Dallas v Essex & anr act 


Before Mr. Justice Ever. 
Retained by Order 


Ceuses for Trial (with Witnesses 

Tholander \ Darton act and 
counte claim 

In re J eph (rre wood, cle 
Greenwood vy Firth act 

The Ridgwav Co vy The Rel 
Tract Soe act 

Craig v Bullock act (Live 
District Registry) 

In re Hughes, dec Hewart v J 
act 

Schworer v Bethnal Gi | 


Causes f Trial , heut Wit 


ind Adjc urned Summonses 


Rice vy Alfred Herbert ld) motn 

In re Sir J C Lee, ce Sn \ 
Lax djd sun pt hd 

I re Same Same v S lial 
umns 

In re J C Le d | | 
idjd ns 

In re H F Will de Spe rv 
Willis adjd sumns 

In re W Higgins de > 1 
Murrow idjd sun 

In re S F J Sartor, n int 
pt hd s o until July 11 

In re Alfred Stapleton, de Robin 
son v St ipleton s ©) 

In re Sarah Haneock Ces \ 


Shepherd adjd sumn pt hd 
In re Cos (Consolidation) Aet 1908 
In re The Christineville Rubber 


Estate ld = motn 


In re James York, dec Rickerb 
v Bladon adjd sums 

In re W Wesson dec Stanley v 
Wes mn adid SumMmns 

In re Mary Welby, dec Earl of 
Lindsay v Welby uljd sumns 


Fox. Bradford, solor for liquidator 


in the afternoon of June 19 





rs v Cowper & anr 


London Gazette.- 
JOINT 8TOCK 
Liurrep tw Caancery. 

PRESTEA MINES, LTD (tN LIQrIDATION)—Credltors are required, on or before July 22, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, tu 
Grosve vor George Walker, 19, 8t Swithin's In, liquidator 

SHARP SCRAP Press, Lp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 5, to send their nam-s and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
er claims, to Frederick Pearse Plunkett, Anne chmbrs, 41, Suabridge rd, Bradford 


JOINT STOCK 
Limitep tm Omanoner. 
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In re Dunningham, dec Ingels v 
Judge adjd sumns ‘.o come on 
for fur con) 

In re Grave's Settlemen! 
Graves adjd sumns 

In re North Denbighshire Building 
Soc Jones v Evans adjd sumns 

In re G. Spillman dee In re 
Louisa Spillman dec Baston v 
Williams adjd sumns 

In re Walton Turner dec Brooks 
bank v Turner two procedure 
summonses 

In re Greenberry, dex Hops V 
Daniell adjd sumns 

In re Rowland Palariet’s Estate 
Palariet v Palariet adjd sumns 

In re Bird, dee Pearce vy Gullick 
adjd sumns 

In re Stephen 
Lawley v Lawley 

In re W HH Tvlor, de 
v Tylor adjd sumns 

In re The Duke of Hamilton, dec 
Graham vy Dalziel adjd sumns 

In re Taylor's Settlement Niblett 

adjd sumns 


Worth v Tay 


(Creet v 


Lawley's Estate 
adjd sumns 


Tindall 


v Taylor 
In re Isaac Taylor 
lor adjd sumns 
In re Pinniger’s Fstate Pin 
niger v Baker 
In re L. H R Kearns, dec 
V Nelson adjd sumns 
In re Evan James, dec James v 


adjd sumns 


Ne lson 


James adjd sumns 

n re Elizabeth Waddington, dec 
Waddington \ Waddington 
adjd sumns 

Jones v Bird adjd eumns 

In re Goodwin, dee Love v White 
adjd sumns 


In re Williams dee 


I 


Bovd v Davis 


adjd sumns 

In re Devereaux. de In re Pu'l 
Trustee Act Toovey vo Publi 
Trustee adjd sumns 

In re Lockhart’s Settlement Lock 
hart v Lockhart adjd sumns 


In re Somerton, dec Gwynn v 

vdjd sumn 

Searle v Sanford adjd sumns 

In re Sir W N Abdy, Bart Abdy 
v Abdv adjd sumns 
In re Mills’ Fistate 
Mills adjd sumns 
In re Palmer’ Estate 
thorpe v Palmer adjd sumns 

In re Fox, dee Winckworth v 


sale adjd sumns 


Jones 


Bentley v 


Leven 


Further Considerations 
In re James Gardner, dec Robert 


v Fry fur con 
In re The Social Bureau ld Klitz 
vy The Company fur con 


In re John Walker Pilcher v 
Walker fur con (short) 


Winding-up Notices. 


Farpay. June 9, 


COMPANIES. 


VivLET MELNOTTE PictoRE THEATRES, LtpD—Petn for winding up, presented June 6, 
directed to be heard June 20. Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln's inn fields, solora for the 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o clock 


London Gazette. —TURSDAY, June 13. 
COMPANIES, 


| BOLTON TrvoLt SYNDICATE, LTD-—Creditors are required on or before June 22, to send 
their names and addresses, and t e particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 


Harold Murray, 8, Bowkers row, Boltun. 


Priestiey, so) -r for the liquidator, Bolton 


DAWFIELD, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented May 26, directed to be heard at the 


Court House, Ha'f Acre, Brentford, June 20. Tree & Co. 


Broad Street pl, solors 


for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above named vot later than 6 o'clock 


in the afternoon of June 28 


EXCHANGE DRAPERY, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before July 27, to send in 
their names ard addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry Stanley 
33 and 35, Gorton In, West Gorton, Manchester, liquidator 
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LAKE view ConsoLs, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before July 25, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charlies Lioyd, 
Salisbury house, London wall Birkbeck & Co, Coptnall av, solors to the liquidator 

ORIENTAL CONCESSIONS, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before July 11, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 
Meredith 208, Gresham house, Old Broad st 

MOTOR MANUFACTURING Co (1907),LTD— Creditors are required, on or before July 14, 
to send particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Winder, and Alfd Burgess, 1, St 
Swithin's In 

Usumrrep tx Caancery,. 


BIRKBECK PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SoctrTy—Petn for winding up, presented 
June 8, directed to be heard June 20. Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray's inn, 
solors for the peters. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later 
that # o'clock in the afterno mof June 19 

BECOND BIRKBECK PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING SOCIETY, commonly called the Birk- 
Freehold Land Society —Petn for win ting up, presented June 8, directed to be heard 
June 20. Rubinstein & Co, Raymond bldgs, Gray's inn, solors for the petners. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the after- 
noon of June 19 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Jane 10.—Mesers, Tocearr & Som, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Land and 
Public House (see advertisement, back page, May 27), 

June 27 and July.—M-sers, Hassops, Urp., Freehold Residential Estates, Resi- 
dences, &c. (see advertisement, page v, May 20). 

Jaly 4 and 18.—Mesers. Desennam, mwsow, Ricmarpsow, & Co, at the Mart, 
at 2: Residences, Leasehold Ground Renta, Freehold Pr perties, Residences, Ground 
Renta, Residential Properties and Freehold Estate (see advertisement, pages iv and v, 
May 20). 

July 5.—Mesers, Baxter Payne & Lerrer, at the Mart, at 2: Fresholl Residentia 
and Boilding Estave (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

July 11.—Meesre. Dovetss Youse & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground 
Rents, Shops, Freehold Residences, &c., and Freehold Residential Estate (see adver- 
tisement, page ti, May 20, and back page, June 10). 

July 5.—Meears. Epwin Fox, Bovsrizip, Buawetres, & Bapoeter, at the Mart, at 
2; Freehold Residence and Buildings (see advertisement, back page, June 10). 

Jaly 11 —Mesers, Wearaenact & Geers, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Property (see | 
advertisement, back page, June 10) 

July 19.—Messra. Reosawoera & Brows, at the Mart, at 2: Business Promises | 
(see advertisement, page iii, May 30). | 


Result of Sale. | 
Revessions any Inreresr is Possseston. 


Mesars, H. BE. Fosten & Caanriecn held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No, 933) of the 
above-named interesta, at the Mart, Tokenh use-yard, E.U., on Shestey last, whea the 
following Lots were +old at the prices named, the total amount realized being £14,805 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To £6,000 and Interest in Possess'on in £4,000 . Sold £4,200 
Te £4,520 ‘“ - £3,500 
To £4,250 . “os an on ; _ £3,100 
To £3,074 ace -_ ‘ “ one ove = £2,100 
To 21,306 one one , - “ 7 505 
About £367 eee oo» = gp «S297 108, 
REV ERATION to £5 267 £1,100 
The same firm also sold at Bideford on Tuesday last in One Lot a Freehol: i Estate at 
Westward Ho, N. Devon, comprising Freehold Ground-rents of £56 7s 6d., the Royal | 
Hotel, the Bath Hotel, three residences, a terrace of houses, and about 40 acres of 
building land, for £16,000, They subsequently ofered the property in lots for the | 
purchaser, and disposed of six lots for a total of £7,160, 














Creditors’ Notices. 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35 


Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, June 9 


APPLEYARD, GEORGE THOMAS, Kingston upon Hull July 21 Gale & Easton, Hull 
ARCHER, CHARLES GoupwyN, JP, Alderton Rectory, Suffolk July 11 Archer & Archer 


Ely | 
BARNETT, ARTHUR INGLIS, Dock House, Billiter st July 24 Collins & Collins, King 
William st 
BELL, Evtza, Worthing July 8 Carr, Great Tower st 
BENT, HARRIETT, Groby. Leicester July 10 Toller & Co, Leicester 
COGAN, CHARLES LAMBERT, Marchwood, Hanta July 15 Green & Co, Sonthampton 
DELL, SARAH ELIZABETH, Totteridge, Hertford July 3 Wells & Sons, Church End, 
Finchley 


DUDDEN, M4RRIANNE, St Leonardson Sea July 15 Meadows & Co, Hastings 
DUNMO, GEORGE WILLIAM, Southend on Sea July 14 Kimbers & Boatman, Lombard st 


Epexsorovuen, OLGA, East Grinstead July15 Meadows & Co, Hastings 

GILHAM, WILLIAM, Swanley Kent July 20 Skinner, Old Cavendish st 

GRAYSON, JoHN, Pickering, Yorks July 17 Whitehead & Son, P ckering 

HALLETT, CHARLES EDWIN, Hastings, Jeweller July 15 Meadows & Co, Hastings 

HARRIS, ANNE THORNE Plymouth July 5 Woollcombe & Sores, Plymouth 

HOLDSWORTH, JoHN GzorGE, Whalley Range, Manchester July ‘10 Boote & Dutton, 
Manchester 

HopkKInsoN, Henry, West Bridgford, Notts June 19 Simpson & Lee, Nottingham 

JAMER, WILLIAM, Rradford July 15 Dewhirst, Bradford 

Jounsos, CATHERINE JANE, Bitterne Park, Southampton July 10 Curwen & Carter 
Gray's inn x 

Jones, ROBERT, Criccieth Carnarvon June23 Allarson & Co, Carnarvon 

LANGLEY, SAMUBL OXTON, Birkenhead, Veterinary Surgeon uly 10 Sefton, Liverpool 

LAVERTON, ISABEL MARY WEAVER, Mevagissey, Cornwall June 30 Carlyon & Stephens 
St Austell 

LAW, Faank, Croydon, Surrey, Grocer July 10 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 

MARTIN, MICHAEL, Jesmond, Newcastle upon Tyne July Nicholson & Martin, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Mork, Peter, Broadhurst gdns, Finchley rd July 8 Camp & Co, Bedford row 

OUTHWAITE, MARGARET, Exeter July 26 Dunning & Co, Honiton 

PEARSON. WILLIAM LAWRENCE Wemyss, Piccadilly July 8 Francis & Crookenden, 
New 8 

PERKIN, ANN, Handsworth, Staffs July 14 Darch, Ely pl, Holborn circus 

Petty, THOMAS Dockery, Auriol rd, West Kensington July 15 Guedalla & Jacobson, 
Winchester House, Old Broad st 

Pye, EDWARD, Little Horton, Bradford, Coal Merchant July 8 Westwood & Howe’ 
Bradford 

RICKABY, THOMAS Henry, Basildon, Essex July 15 Greening, Fenchurch st 

ROBINSON, GEORGE, Gloucester pl, Greenwich July 11 Braishaw & Waterson, Fins 
bury » 

Sanseant, BLizaBern MARIA, Loughborough July 15 Jennings & Thompson, 
Felixstowe 

SMITH, ELIZABETH PARSONS, Hurstmonceux, Sussex Sept 29 Martin, Tunbridge Wells 

SNowpoN, WILLIAM THOMAS, Hartlepool, Farmer July 1 Bell, West Hartlepool 

SoUTHERTON, EMMA, Wellington, Salop July 1 Lander & Son, Wellington, Salop 

SQUIRES, SAMUBL, Kettering July 22 Smith, Sandy, Beds 

TATE, CATHERINE, Harrogate July 8 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 


Vessi, ROSAMUND MARY, Genoa, Italy July 7 Bircham & Co, Parliament st, West- 


‘minster 
WALLACE, Dr WILLIAM, Pendlebury, Lancs Sept 7 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 
WARREN, ARTHUR BRAMSTONE, Prittlewell, Essex,{ Butcher July 1 Wood & Co 
Southend on Sea 
WaATTs, Mary ANN, Great Yarmouth Jone 30 Burton & Son, Great Yarmouth 
WILKINSON, ELIZABETH OsBORN, Urmston, Lancs July 10 Porter & Co, Colwyn Bay 
London Gazette. —TUESDAY June 13. 
BEATSON, WILLIAM BURNS, Eastbourne July 15 Whatley & Son, Liacoln’s inn flelds 
BowRInG, ANN, Wellington, Sa'op June 30 Thorn & Co, Iron Bridge, Sal»p 
Browns, WALTER BADGER, Fenchurch st July 15 Holdsworth & Payne, Serjeant’s inn 
eet wt 


| Fi 
| Bryars, WILLIAM, Sheffield July 9 Kesteven, Sheffield 


CHEESMAN, MARY FLORENCE, Hastings July 15 Morgan, Hastings 
CHEFFINS, TOM BABINGTON, Sheffield July 29 Hiller. SheMfeld 
CooK, MARTHA, Warrington July 20 Browne & Co, Warrington 


| CooPp#R, JoHN WILLIAM, Dore, Derby Sept 1 Alderson & Co, Sheffield 
| COTTLE, WILLIAM NEWMAN, Melksham, Wilts, Farmer Augl Wansbrough & Co, 


Brist ol 


Coy, Henry, Walthamstow, Essex, Salesman July 16 Pearce & Sons, West Smithfield 


Cross, JAMES, Bognor June 30 Cutts, Bognor 

DAWSON, MARY ANN, Detling, ur Maidstone July 7 Brennan & Brennan, Maidstone 

DICKINSON, CHARLES SAMPSON, Lincoln, Merchant July 9 Hebb & Sillsand Andrew & 
Thompson, Lincoln 

ELLIOTT, AMELIA GEORGINA, Tregony, Cornwall June 30 Bennetts, Truro 

FoRSTER, MARY PH@ese, Warkworth, Northumberland July 22 Dees & Thompson, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 


| FREUTEL, CHARLOTTE, Hanover, Germany July 24 Goldberg & Co, West st, Finsbury 


circus 
GILES, BENJAMIN, Sheffield, Steel Melter July 3 Pye-Smith & Barker, Sheffield 
Hewitt, SUSANNA, Waldegrave rd, Teddington July 31 Irons, Sheffield 


| Hewson, ANNIE, Ashby, Lineoln July 8 Baddiley & Co, Doncaster 


Hopson, EpwARD, Sheffield, Builder Joly 31 H & A Maxfield, Sheffield 
Hoursy, Ropert, York, Solicitor July 31 Holthy & Procter, Yo k 
Hopk, DANIEL, Southport June 30 Hoskinson, Liver 

IREMONGER, JOHN, Reading July 11 Pitman & Bazett, , Reading 


| Jacos, ELiza SopHta DoroTHY, Melrose gdns, Shepherd's Bush July 10 Claremont & 


Co, Bloomsbury sq 


KEARN, Groroe, Lancs Aug8 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster Office 


KNOX, JAMES, South Bank, York, Roller July 8 Thompson, Middlesbrough 

LANGHORN, WILLIAM, Urswick, Lancaster July1 Hodgson, Barrow in Furness 

Lowrey, EMILY, Queensberry pl, South Kensington July 14 Nicholson & Co, 
Coleman st 

McLAREN, JAMES MARSHALL, Captain First Battalion Gordon Highlanders July 24 
Bannatyne & Co, Glasgow 

Marriotr, WILLIAM, Albion st, Hyde Park July 17 Langlais & Co, Leadenhall st 

MEREWETHER, HENRY ARTHUR, Gulmarg, Kashmir July 31 Burch & Co, Spring 
gins 

MICHELL, Col THOMAS BERNARD, Eaton gdns, Eling July 10 Dean, Mitre ct bidgs, 
Temple 


| Moss, GertTaupe, Warrington July 12 Longland, Warrington 


MUDDIMAN, CHARLES JosEPH, Sheffield July 11 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
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TWO 


IMPORTANT LAW WORKS. 





THE 


JUSTICE OF THE PEAGE 


AND HIS FUNCTIONS ON AND OFF THE BENCH. 
BY 


‘*A Middlesex Magistrate.’’ 


Crown 8vo, 2s. Gd. met. Postage 4d. extra. 


Ain indispensable work for Justices of the Peace 
and others in similar positions. 


Mr. THOMAS HOLMES, the Secretary of the Howard 
Association, in a lengthy review in the ‘* Daily 


Chronicle,’’ writes :— 

“It is a Look ef guidance for magistrates, and it describes 
in untechnical language many of the perplexing duties they 
are called on to perform, and throws much light on difficult 
problems wa f are called upon to solve, and such guidance was 
sorely needec 





INTERNATIONAL LAW 


BY 


F. E. SMITH, kc, me. 


Revised and Enlarged by 


J. WYLIE, 


Barrister-at-Law. 


A very much enlarged and revised edition of a 
standard work. Many chapters have been entirely 
re-written, and the various provisions of the 
Declaration of London are discussed. 


Large Demy 8vo, 7s. 6d. net. Postage 5d. extra. 


SEND FOR COMPLETE PROSPECTUSES TO 


J. M. DENT & SONS, LTD., Aldine House, BEDFORD STREET, STRAND, W.C. 








Norris, EDWARD, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's Bush July 31 Lydall & Sons, John st, 
Bedford row 

PARSONS, FRANK DONISTHORPE, Melplash, Dorset July 10 Parsons, Misterton, 
Somerset 

PATRICK, HARRIETTE, Cradley, Hereford July 15 Wallis, Hereford 

Pinch, LUK&, Broughton, Lancs, Excise Officer June 30 Carlyon & Stephens, St 
Austell, Cornwall 

RARP, CHARLOTTE, Brighton June 27 Francis & Veneer, Bishopsgate 

Rout, ANNIK, Christleton, ur Chester June 27 Potts & Co, Chester 

RUDDLESDEN, GEORGE, Dewsbury July 10 Clough, Dewsbury 


RUTHERFURD, ANDREW THOMPSON, Middlesbrough, Accountant July 10 Thompson, 


Middlesbrough 
RUTHERFORD, WILLIAM, Gateshead July 31 Lambert & Lambert, Gateshead 





SLATFORD, WILLIAM HEWLETT, Shrewsbury rd, Forest Gate, Essex June 30 Kilsby & 
Son, East Ham 

SMITH, MosES, Montagu mews North, Montagusq June 30 Lithgow & Pepper, Wim- 
pole st 

SOUTHERTON, EMMA, Wellington, Salop July 1 Lander & Son, Wellington 

SPINKS, HARRIET, Newport, Mon Aug 9 Gosh & Co, Finsbury circus 

TAYLOR, JosEerH, Tipton St. John, Devon, Shipwright July 15 Hastings, Sidmouth 

THOMAS, SYDNEY JOHN, Wynols Hill, nr Coleford, Glos July 16 Taylor, Coleford 

TRAVERS, RICHARD, Bishop Auckland, Durham July 22 Jennings, Bishop Auckland 

WEBSTER, JEMIMA SUSAN BULLOCK, Charles sq, Ladbroke gr, Kensington July 14 
Byrne, Surrey st 

WRIGHT, SARAH ANN, Philip rd, Peckham Rye July 13 Blundell & Co, Serjeant’s inn, 


Fleet st 
. 








RoBerTs, JOHN, Llanddeiniolen, Carnarvon, Quarryman | Franky, Samugt, Great Pearl st, Spitalfields High 


Bankru ptcy Notices. Bangor Pet June 1 


ROBERTS, WILLIAM JoHN, 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, June 6. _ Bangor 


Ord June 1 Court P-tJune7 Ord June7 
Lianberis, Carnarvon, Carter | Goopway, Wiitiam, and Grososr Murxertr, Welling- 
Pet Junel Ord June 1 borough, Builders Northampton Pet May 138 Ord 


STaGG, WALTER, Shipdham, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich June % 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


BAKER, STEPHEN, Halesowen, Worcester Stourbridge 
Pet June2 Ord June 2 

BAMBER, JAMES WILSON, Junction rd, Holloway, Collector 
of Fee Farm Kents High Court Pet June 2 Ord 
June 2 

BAMBURY, JOHN, Cities, Builder Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet Ma Ord May 3 

BEAN, FRED, Keighley, La Labourer Bradford Pet May 31 
Ord May 31 

BiaG, WILLIAM CHARLES, Albert Palace mans, Battersea 
Park Wandsworth Pet April 21 Ord June 1 

BRADBURY, MAi THEW JAMES, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield 
Pet May 9 Ord Jane 2 

CARDASH, BERNARD, Tonypandy, Furniture Dealer 
Pontypridd Pet May 20 Urd une 2 

CRESSWELL, ROBERT SMI?H, Brassington, nr Wirksworth, 
Verby, Farmer Derby Pet Mar3l Ord June i 

DyeR, LKDWARD, Malvern Link, Worcester Worcester 
Pet May 3i Ord May 31 


TYREL, ROBERT, Darwen, 


Kingston upon Hull, 
upon Hull Pet May 16 


keeper Northallerton 


upon Hull Pet June 1 Ord June 1 


GOLDBERG, ALEXANDER, and ISRAEL GIBIAN, East India SUMSION, HENRY EDWARD, 
High Court Pet May 18 


London Gazette.—Futpay, June 9 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


av, Leadenhall st, Precious Stone Dealers High Court 
Pet April13 Ord Janel 

GROOM, ALFRED, Hawley, nr Dartford, Nurseryman 
Rochester Pet June z Ord June 2 


Pet Junel Ord June 1 

STOCKIL, GEORGE, Sheffield, 
Pet June2 Ord June2 

THOMAS, CHARLES, High st, Camden Town, Coffee louse 3 Ord June 3 
Keeper High Court Pet Junel Ord June 1 

Teacher of Music Blackburn borough Pet June7 Ord June 7 
Pet Junel Ord June 1 ’ 

WALLIS, AUGUSTUS WILLIAM, and CHARLES THOMAS IOL- | Carmarthen Pet June2 Ord June 2 
LINGWORTH, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace : 
facturers Derby PetJune 1 Ord Junel 7% Victualler Portmadoc Pet June 6 Ord 

WEAVER, HERBERT ASTLEY, My 
Agent High Court Pet Junet Ord Junel Meave, Hon BE, Belgrave sq High Court Pet May 9 

WHEELER, HENRY FRANCIS, Moorgate Station chmbrs, : 

Moorfields, Engineer High Court Pet Mar 4 Ord | Parry, Sanan, Welshpool, Montgomery Newtown Pet 


June 1 
W ORRALL, EDWARD CHARLES, and FREDERICK JOHNSON, 
Timber Merchants Kingston 
Ord June L : 
Ween, Ricnakp, Bishop Monkton, nr Ripon, Yorks, Inn Farmer 
Pet May 31 OUid May 31 
GILMORE, BERNARD, Kingston upon ull, Tailor Kingston Amended Notice substituted for that published in 


the London Gazette of May 23 : ' Bristol Pet June 3 Ord June’ 
Senrab st, Stepney, Grocer | 7; axer, Jonx Grornos, Lincoln, Tailor Lincoln Pet 


Haavey, Faspericx, Taytor, Henbury, Glos, Plumber 
House Furnisher Sheffield Bristol Pet June 3 Ord June ¥ 
| Heys, Hream, Burnley, Lancs, Joiner Burnley Pet June 


pats. Joux, Fen Drayton, Cambridge, Farmer Peter- 
Jones, Epwis, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen, Haulier 


Manu- | Jorrs, Moses Rowsanv, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, 


Romfo:d rd, Stratford, | Ju 
Ord June 7 


| June 6 Ord Jane 6 

Paicuanrd, Baryarp Exvtiott, HMS “ Brilliant,’ Stepney 

High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord June 7 

Raywoop, Ricnarp, Harley, or Much Wenlock, Salop, 
Shrewsbury Pet May 30 Ord June 7 
RoperTs, Wittiam Jons, Tredegar, Mon, Baker Tredegar 

Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Teaves, Witesam James, Hotwells, Bristol, Tobacconist 


Ord May 18 June 7 OrdJune7 
Woroer, Riewarv ¥uttow, Durand gdns, Clapham rd, 
Actor BighCourt Pet June7 Ord June7 
FIRST MEETINGS 


menenaeee, CHARLES, Southport Liverpool Pet May 17 Argpaos, Artavur, Ashford, Middlesex, Surveyor High | Axpnoy, Anruva, Ashford, Middlesex, Surveyor June 20 
— Court Pet May 15 Ord June 6 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


JERVIS, PRANK, Mt wr ~ 5 ~ yee Wolverhamp- | Beszayt, ALICE, 


ton Pet Junel Ord June 1 May 10 Ord June 6 


} 
JonEs, CECIL, Plymouth, Corn Merchant Plymouth Pet Buxtos, Fraxx, Stowmarket, 
y 30 Ord June 2 Bury St Edmunds Pet June? Ord June 7 


k st, Regent st High Court Pet | Bamesnr, James Witson, unction rd, Holloway, Collector 


of Fee Farm Rents June 19 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 


Suffolk, Harness Maker | 
Beszant, Avice, Beak st, Regent st June 20 at 2.30 


Lows, WILLIAM, Alfreton, Derby, Saddler Derby Pet Canmatt, Roseat, Winchester, Tobaccunist Winchester Beakregtoy bidgs, Carey st 


June 2 Ord June 2 ‘et June7 O1d June7 


PARRITT, JOHN EDWARD GRBEVILLE, siaaks In, East India Cavur, Farp, Tunstall, giniesl, Fishmonger Hanley 


Merchant High Court Pet Aprii 25 Ord June 2 et Jume7 Ord June 
PILIpEs, “re Mark In H Court Pet Jan 18 Dian. qr Enstcheap 
Ord May 3 Ord June 2 


Cumsett, Ropsar Toba ist June 17 
at 12.15 Off *y Midland Bank jchmbrs, High st, 
Southampton 
High Court Pet April 22 | Corrox, Paapenicn Acxaorp, Wells, Norfolk June 17 
atl2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 











592 ___-—* THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


June 17, tort 











11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Forv, Cuances, Eastcheap June 20 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Frayktix, Samuet, Great Pearl st June 19 at 11.30 
Bankruptcy bldg», Carey at 

Groom, Atraro, Hawley, or Dartford, Kent, Nurseryman 
June 2iat il 115, High st, Rochester 

Hewcerr, Gronoe Farpeniwx, Staple Hill, Gloucester, 
Skating Rink Manager June zi at 11.50 Off Ree, 
26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hvueues, Donorny, Lianfairfechen, Carnarvon June 20 at 
12 Orypt chmbra, Eas'vate row, Chester 

Hust, Hexay James, Romsey, Hants, Trainer June 19 at 
12 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey at 

Jouns, Cucit, Plymouth, Corn Merchant June 19 at 3.30 
7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

Jongs, Cyvam Horace, Thirsk rd, Lavender Hill, Boot 
Dealer June 19 at 11.90 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge rd 

Jonzs, Kowinx, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen, Haulier 
June i7 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Jonas, Huon, Ieallt, tethel, Carnarvon, Builder June 19 
at2.15 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Maxetep, Tewvie, Hessle, Yorks June 19 at 1l Bank 
ruptey bidgs, Carey at 

Meave, Hon E, Belgrave #; June 21 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Mitcen, Witttam Jouw, Wantage, Berks, Grocer June 17 
atiz 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 

Ooves, Saucgt, Haworth, Yorks June i7at 11 Off Re 
12, Duke at, Bradford 

Raywooo, Ricnaap, Harley, nr Much Wenlock, Salop, 
Farmer Jane 20 at 2.0 Off Rec, 22, Swan bill, 
Shrewsbury 

Roveats, Wittutam Jous, Georgetown, Tredegar, Mon, 
Baker June 17 at ll Off Kec, 144, Commercial st, 
Newport, Mon 

Sataom, Major Aaruva F, Branksome rd, Brixton Hill 
June Zl ati2 Bankruptey bids, Carey st 

Seeas, Cuanies Witttan, Lower Weston, or Bath, Coal 
Merchant June Zlatil45 Of Rec, 26, Baldwin ot, 
Bristol 

Sustrow, James Maariv, Herne Bay, Builder June 17 at 
10,30 Of Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

Suswanv, Eowts Tuomas, Dudley, Worcester, Cattle Dealor 
June l7 at 12 Off Ree, 1, Priory «st, Dudley 

Sincrain, Meiiesa, Battle, Saseex June 21 at 11 Bank 
ruptey bidg«, Carey st 

Straca, Water, Shipdham, Norfolk, Farmer June 17 at 
12.30 Off Kec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Timegece, Witttam Anouew, Carlton House, Regent 
June Ziatl Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Tuomas, Cuances, High st, Camden Town, Cotfee House 
Keeper June 21 at 11,30 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Wapoex, Tuomas, Upper st, Isling'on, Hairdresser June 
atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Weaaven, Henvent Asriey, Romfori rd, Stratford, \gent 
June 19 at 11 Bankruptey bidgs, Carey at 

Wass, Bicuaav, Bahop Monkton, ne Ripon, Yorks, Tan 
keeper June 17 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 


Albert rd, Middlesbrough . 
ADJU DICATIONS 


Baavsnaw, Witttam Jaman, Chalfont St Peters, Bucks, 
Builder Aylesbury Pet May5 Ord June 3 

Buxros, Faaxx, Stowmarket, Suffolk, Harness Maker 
Bury St Edmunds Pet June7 Ord Juoe 7 

Corrom, Farpesicx Ackaoyy, Wells, Norful Norwich 
Pet May 13 Ord June 6 

Cowby, Samust. Howeit Peacivat, Birmingham, Drug 
Stores Proprietor Birmingham Pet May sv Ord 
June 2 

Caumur, Faro, Tunstall, Stafford, Fishmonger 
Pet June 7 Ord June7 

Feantex, Rateu, Cromer Norwich 
June 6 

Gitt, Gaonor, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet May 
23 Pet June 3 

Haavay, Farpeatoxk Taycor, Heabury, Glos, Plumber 
Bristol Pet June 3 Ord June 3 

Ilnys, Hina, Burnley, Joiner Burnley Pet June3 Ord 
June 3 

Jounsos, Joux, Fen Drayton, Cambridge, Farmer Peter 
borough Pet June7 Ord June 7 

Jones, Eowix, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthen, Haulier 
Carmarthen Pet June 2 Ord June 2 

Kitcuenen, E &, Wolverton, Bucks, Boot Dealer North 
ampton Pet April 28 Ord June 2 

Les, Faanx, Clayton, or Manchester, Grocer Ashton 
under Lyne Pet May 5 O:d May v7 

Nicnotsos, Haxay Lov, Moss Side, Manchester, Com- 
mercial Traveller Salford Pet June 2 Ord June 3 

Oopes, Samunt, Haworth, Yorks Bradford Pet May 22 
Ord June 2 

Pansy, Sananu, Welshpool, Montgomery Newtown Pet 
Juneé Ord June 6 

Pearsons, Witttam Aaraua, Manchester, Grey Cloth Mer- 
chant Manchester Pet May 17 Ord June 3 

Resor, Jouyx, Blackburn, Clogger Blackburn Pet May 
18 Ord June 3 

Rosears, Wittiam Joun, Tredezar, Mon, Baker Tredegar 
Pet June Ord June 3 

Srarucyxson, Rosser Owes Westox, New Kentrd Hich 
Court Pet May 30 Ord May 30 

Tuaven, Witiam James, Hotwells, Bristol, Wholesale 
Tobacconist Bristol Pet June 3 Ord June 7 

Tuanea, Jouw Groner, Lincola, Tailor Lincoln Pet 
June? Ord June? 

Witktxsoy, Cuaisrorara Sarru, Darlington, Chartered 
Accountant Stockton on ‘ees Pet April 8 Ord 
June 3 

Wosess, Richarp Fuvrox, Durand gdns, Clapham rd, 
Actor High Court Pet Jane7 Ord June7 


London Gazette.—TUespay, June 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


SAKER, ANDREW, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet June? Ord 
une Z 


Hanley 


Pet April 25 Ord 





Evans, Gronor, Chapel st, Brixton, Builder June 20 at 


BELL, Lawrence, Newcastle upon Tyne, Commeretal 
Clerk Newcastle upon Tyne Pet May 24 Ord 
June 7 

BENGREF, FREDERICK, Rushbury, Salop, Blacksmith 
Shrewsbury Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Beat, WILtiAM THOMAS, Polruan, (ornwall, Painter 
Truro Pet June’ Ord June 8 

CAASTEL, Matricn CHARLEMAONK, Canterbury, Milliner 
Canterbury Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

CLAPHAM, FREDERICK Groner, Farnham, Surrey, Chemist | 
Guildford Pet Jone 9 Ord June 9 

Cooksey, EpwARD HENRY, NENRY JOHN BELTON and 
HERBERT GEORGE BELTON, Worthing, Yacht Baiiders | 
Brighton Pet June $ Ord June 8 

Copp, WILLIAM, Honiton, Devon, Bu'cher Exeter Pet 
June 6 Ord Jone 6 

Cumby, Fatpay Last, Gor.eston, Market Gardener Great 
Yarmouth Pet Jone 10 Ord Jone 10 

EttTon, AbA, Leicester, Fancy Dealer Leicester Pet 
June 9 Ord June9 

FoGveN, FRANK MBISTER, jan, Southend on S-a, Com- 
mercial Clerk High Court Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

JENKINS, Henky CHARLES, Brighton, Pork Butcher 
Brighton Pet June8 Ord June 8 

Low, JAMES ALFKED, Reading, Music Dealer R ading 
Pet June 10 Ord June !0 

MARCH, GHKORGE ARCHIBALD, Old Bond st, Cigarette 
Dealer High Court PetJanes8S Od June 8 

MILLWaRk», HENKY, Staffo.d, Builder Stafford Pet May | 
24 Ord June 7 

PASOOR, ANDREW, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Merchant 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet June? Ord June 9 

PircneR, Epwin, Upper Parksetone, Dorset, Builder 
Poole Pet Jane 9 Ord Jane 9 

RICHARDS, SAMUKL EpWaRD, Nottingham, Printer 
Nottiigham Pet Junes Ord June 

RoBins, 8 ARTHOR, Windsor rd, Forest Gate High Court | 
Pet Mari8 Ord Junes 

Rovcn, WiLttamM JAwgEs, Deal, Kent, Tobacco Dealer 
Canterbury Pet May 24 Ord Juve 10 

TAYLOR, THOMAS, Walea'l, Saddlery Manufacturer Wal- | 
sall Pet June 8 Ord June 8 

TiLLen, JAMES, Chandlersford, Southampton, Builder 
Winchester Pet June to Ord June lo 

VENABLES, C E, New Broad st, Company Secretary High 
Court Pet Mav3 Ord June 8 

VINCE, CHARLES, Whatman td, Forest Hill, Kent, Packer | 
Greenwich Pet Jane 8 Ord Junes 

Wapbvinarox, J, Creed In, Ladgate Hill High Court 
Pet May 18 Ord June 8 | 

Weinnenrs, J, Victoriast High Court Pet May 19 Ord | 
June 8 

WEST, ALBERT, Caerleon, Mon, Farm Labourer Newport, 
Mon Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

West, FRANCIS EDWARD, Russell chmbrs, Bury st, Hol- 
bora, Financier High Court Pet May6 Ord June s 


FIRS’ MEETINGS. 


BAKER, ANDREW, Exeter, Baker June 26 at 11.30 Off | 
Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

BAKER, JOHN SYLVANUS STEPHEN, Halesowen, Worcester 
June 2lati2 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

BARBER, EDWARD BARKER, Sheffield, Surgeon June 21 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

BELL, LAWRENCE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Commercial 
Clerk June 26 at 2 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 
castie upon Tyne | 

BENGRER, FREDERICK, Rushby. Salop, Blacksmith July 
Latico Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

BRADBURY, MATTHEW JAMES, Sheffield, Grocer June 21 
at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield | 

BuatT, WILLIAM THOMAS, Polruan, Cornwall, Painter 
June Zlati2 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

BUXTON, FRANK, Stowmarket, Harness Maker June 21 at 
1.30 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

CHASTEL, MAURICK CHARLEMAGNE, Canterbury, Milliner 
June 21 at 11.15 Off Kec, 68 A, Chatle st, Canterbury 

CooKSEY, Evwakv Henry, Henry Joun BELTON, and 
HERBERT GEORGE BELTON, Worthing. Yacht Builders 
June 2i at 11.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, | 
Brighton 

Corp, WILLIAM, Honiton, Devon, Butcher June 21 at 3 
Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Crump, Frep, Tunstall, Stafford, Fishmonger June 23 at 
12 Off Kes, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

ELTON, ADA, Leicester June Zlat3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge 
st, Leicester 

FOGDEN, FRANK MEISTER, jun, Clapton common, Clapton, | 
Commercial Clerk June 27 at ll Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

HARVEY, FREDERICK TAYLOR, Henbury, Glos, Plumber 
June 21 at 1% Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

fiers, Hikam, Burnley, Joiner June 21 at10.30 Off Rec, 
13, Winckley st, Preston 

JENKINS, HENRY CHARLES, Brighton, Pork Butcher June 
Zlatll Off Rec, 12a, Mar!borough pl, Brighton 

JouNSON, JOHN, Fen Drayton, Cambridge, Farmer June 
Zi at 11.45 Golden Lion Hotel, 8t Ives, Hunts 

Lowe, WILLIAM, Alfreton, Derby, Siuddler June 21 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 6, Victoria bldgs, London rd, Derby 

MARCH, GEORGE ARCHIBALD, Old Bond st, Cigarette 
Dealer June 2latl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

MILLWARD, HENRY, Stafford, Builder June 21 at 12 
Swan Hotel, Stafford 

PARRY, SARAH, Welshpool, Montgomery July 6 at 10.30 
1, High st, Newtown 

PASOOB, ANDREW, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Merchant 
June 26at230 Off Kec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 
lyne 

PrrcHEeR, EowIn, Upper Parkstone, Builder June 21 at 
2.30 100, High st (first floor), Poole 

PRICMARD, BERNARD ELLIOT, HMS “ Brilliant,” Stepney 
June 29 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

RANDLE, THOMAS, Coventry, Builder June 21 at 3 Off 
Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 

ReEDY, JOHN, Blackburn, Clogger June 21 at 11 Off 
Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

RoBERTS, JOHN, Lianddeiniolen, Carnarvon, Quarryman 
June 21401230 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 


ROBERTS, WILLIAM JoHN, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Carter 
June Zl at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Rosine, $ ARTHUR, Windsor rd, Forest Gate June “5 at 
12.3) Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SALA, Bessiz, Hove June Zl at 3 Off Rec, 124, Mar! 
borough pl, Brighton 

Snort, ALFRED ERNEST, Petworth, Sussex, Market (ar 
dener June 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough pl, 
Brighton 

STOCKIL, Gora, Sheffield, House Furnisher June 21 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheflield 

TAYLOR, THOMAS, Walsall, Saddlery Manufacturer June 
21 at 11.30 George Hotel, Walsall 

THRUSH, WILLIAM JAMES, Bristol, Tobacconist June 21 
at 12.15 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

T1LLer, JAMES, Chandlersford, Southampton, Builder 
June 21 at 10.30 Off Kec, Midland Bank chm)brs, 
High st, Southampton 

Turner, JoHN GeorGs, Lincoln, Tailor June 21 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 10. Bank st, Lincoln 

ryRER, Ropert, Darwen, Teacher of Mus'c June 21 at 
11.30 Off Ree, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

VENABLES, C E, New Broad st,-Company Secretary June 
23 atl Off Kec, Bankrupicybldgs, Carey st 

Wabvpineton, J, Creed In, Ludgate hill June 25 at 12 
bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Wetneere, J, Victoria st, Westminster June 29 at 1! 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

West, Francis EpWARD, Russel] chmbrs, Bury st, lol. 
borp, Financier June 28 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs 
Carey st 

Wororr, RicHakD FULTON, Durand gdos, Claphim rd, 
Actor June 29 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Whicur, WILLIAM, Chap-ltown, ur Barnsley, Yorks, 
Builder June 21 at 10.3) Off Rec, 7, Kegent st, 


Baraosley 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
BAKER, ANDREW, Exeter, Baker Exeter Pet June 7 


Ord June 7 ; 
BARBER, Epwakb BARKER, Shefiield, Surgeon Shefficld 


Pet May 31 Ord June 8 


| BELL, LAWRESCE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Commercial 


Clerk Newcastle upon Tyne Pet May %4 Oid 
June 10 

BENGREK, FREDERICK, Rushbury, Salop, Blacksmith 
Shrewsbury Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

BuRT, WiLLtiaM THOMAS, Polruan, Cornwall, Painter 
Truro Pet Junes Ord June 8 

CAIRNS, WILLIAM JORDAN, Keochford, Essex, Licensed 
Victualler Chelmsford Pet May ¥ Urd June 7 

CHASIEL, MAURICE CHARLEMAGNE, Canterbury, Milliner 
Canterbury Pet June l2 Ord June 12 

CHISNELL, BOBERT, Winchester, Tobaccon'st Winchester 
Pet June 7 Ord June 10 

Cooksey, EpWARD Henry, HENRY JOHN BELTON, HER 
BERT GEORGE BELTON, ‘orthing, Yacht Builders 
Brighton Pet June8 Ord Junes 

Corp, WILLIAM, Honiton, Devon, Butcher Exeter Pet 
June6é Ord June 6 

Cumspy, FRipay Last, Gorleston, Market Gardener 
Great Yarmouth Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

DREYFUS, EanxsT, Oval rd, Regent's Park, Dealer in 
Antiques High Court Pet Feb9 Ord June 9 

ELTON, ADA, Leicester Leicester Pet June 9 Ord 
June9 

EVANS, GBORGE, Glencoe mans, Chapel st, Brixton, 
tuilder High Court Pet May 19 Ord Juanes 

FoubDEN, FRANK MEISTER, jun, Clapton, Commercial Clerk 
High Court Pet June Ord June 9 

FRANKLIN, SAMUBL, Great Pearl st, spitalfields High 
Court PetJune7 Ord June7 


| HUTCHINSON, WILLIAM GEORGE SIDNEY, Southend on Sea, 


Caretaker Newport Pet May2 Ord June6é 
JENKINS, HENRY CHARLES, Brighton, Pork Butcher 
Brighton Pet June 8 Ord June 8 


| . 
| Jones, CYRIL Horace, Thirsk rd, Lavender Hill, Boot 


Dealer Wandsworth Pet Mayi7 Ord June 9 

JongS, MOSES ROWLAND, B aenan Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Licensed Victualler Portmadoc Pet June 6 Ord 
June 9 

KiRBY, ROBERT DORRIEN, Shirlock rd, Hampstead High 
Court Pet Mar 25 Ord June? 

LEAVER, HENRY ARTHUR, St Mary axe, Consulting 
Engineer High Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Jane7 


| LowB, JAMES ALFRED, Reading, Music Dealer Reading 


Pet June 10 Ord June lw 


| MaROH, GEORGE ARCHIBALD, Old Bond st, Cigarette 


Dealer High Court Pet June8 Ord June 8 

MARTIN, GEORGE HENRY, Strand, Builder High Court 
Pet Feb6 Ord June 7 

MILLWARD, Henry, Stafford, Builder Stafford Pet May 
26 Ord June 10 

Pasook, ANDREW, Newcastle upon Tyne, Coal Merchant 
Newcastle upon Tyne Pet June9 Ord June 9 


| 
PircHer, Epwin, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Builder Poole 


Pet June 9 Ord June 9 

RaywooD, RicHARD, Harley, nr Much Wenlock, Salop, 
Farmer Shrewsbury Pet May 30 Ord June 10 

REVELL, JAMES HERBERT, Cheltenham, Hotel Proprietor 
Cheltenham Pet May 11 Ord June7 

RICHARDS, SAMUEL EDWARD, Nottingham, Priater Not- 
tingham Pet June 8 Ord Janes 

SmeERS, CHARLES WILLIAM, Lower Weston, or Bath, Coal 
Merchant Bath Pet May 17 Ord June 0 

SuoTrrer, W R, Tiverton mans, Gray's Inn rd High Court 
Pet April 20 Ord June 5 

TarLor, THOMAS, Walsall, Saddlery Manufacturer Wal- 
sali Pet Junes Ord June 8 

TILLER, JaMES, Chandilersford, Southampton, Builder 
Winchester Pet June 10 Ord June 10 

Vince, CHARLES, Forest Hill, Kent, Telephone Instrament 
Packer Greenwich Pet June 8 Ord June8 

West, ALBERT, Caerleon, Mon, Farm Labourer Newport 
Mon Pet June l0 Ord June 10 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of 27 Nov, 1903: 


RADCLIFFE, JAMES LEONARD Percival, Jermyn st, Picca- 
dilly High Court Pet Oct2, 19v3 Ord Nov 21, 108 


























